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Citgo Lemont Refinery RECORDS CENTER REGION S 
Attn; Environmental Coordinator 
135th & New Ave. 
Lemont, Illinois 60439 

Re: 1978030004 - Lake County 
CITGO Petroleum Corp. 
ILD041550567 
RCRA Permit 

Dear Environmental Coordinator: 

The Illinois EPA and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) have 
compiled a list of all facilities deemed appropriate and important to address using the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act's (RCRA) Corrective Action Program. Because this set of 
3,880 facilities has national remediation goals which will culminate in the year 2020, it is 
referred to as the 2020 Corrective Action Universe. Your facility is part of this 2020 Universe. 

As a result, a final remedy needs to be in place (i.e., remedy construction completed) at your 
facility by 2020 (although actual attainment of cleanup goals through remedy implementation 
may take a while longer). If we have not already done so, we will be working with you to 
develop a plan and a schedule that achieves this goal before 2020. 

Your facility has been included in the 2020 Universe because one or more of the following is 
true: 

• It has a RCRA permit obligation, 
• Illinois EPA and U.S. EPA agreed that it needs to be addressed under the RCRA 

Corrective Action Program, as it at one time operated a hazardous waste management 
unit subject to the interim status or permit requirements of RCRA. 

Inclusion on this list does not imply failure on your part to meet any legal obligation, nor should 
it be construed as an adverse action against you. It only means that Illinois EPA and U.S. EPA 
have identified your facility - and every other facility in the 2020 Universe - as needing to 
complete RCRA Corrective Action if they have not done so already. Our national program goal 
is to address these cleanup obligations before the end of 2020. Accordingly, progress will be 
tracked for each facility in the 2020 Universe. The list of facilities will be posted on our web site 
at http://www.epa.gov/correctiveaction in the near future. 

^BUOCKFORD - 4302 North Main Street, Rockford, IL 61103 - (815) 987-7760 • DES PLAINES - 9.111 W. Harrison St., Des Plaines, IL 60016 - (847) 294-4000 
ELGIN - 595 South State, Elgin, IL 60123 - (847) 603-3131 • PEORIA - 5415 N. University St., Peoria, IL 61614-(309) 693-5463 

BUREAU OF LAND - PEORIA - 7620 N. University St., Peoria, IL 61614 - (309) 693-5462 • CHAMPAIGN - 2125 South Firk Street, Champaign, IL 61820 - (21 7) 278-5800 
SPRINGFIELD - 4500 S. Sixth Street Rd., Springfield, IL 62706 - (217) 786-6892 • CQLLINSVII.LE - 2009 Mall Street, Collinsville, IL 62234 - (618) 346-5120 

MARION - 2309 W. Main St., Suite 116, Marion, IL 62959 - (61 8) 993-7200 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



t Tage 2 

Illinois EPA will work to address remediation concerns at your facility in a manner consistent 
with your plans for the property. There are a variety of options available for completing the 
required remediation efforts at your facility, ranging from participation in Illinois EPA's Site 
Remediation Program to establishment of an Administrative Order on Consent with USEPA 
under Section 3008(h) of RCRA. 

Illinois EPA would like to schedule a meeting with you in the near future to discuss remedial 
activities at your facility and achievement of the goal mentioned in the second paragraph of this 
letter. Please contact James K. Moore, P.E. of my staff at 217/524-3295 if you have any 
questions regarding this letter and to schedule a meeting to discuss the contents of this letter. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen F. Nightingale, P.E. 
Manager, Permit Section 
Bureau of Land 

SFN:JKM:bjh\072572s.dot 

cc: >, Hak Cho, USEPA, Region 5 
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To: Andre Daugavietis, Loren Denton, Vivian Doyle, Gerald Golubski, GEORGE OPEK, JAMES ENTZMINGER, Pat 
Subject: ECAT briefing 

HI everyone. 
We need to schedule a briefing with the ECAT about the Citgo inspection. During the briefing 
everyone will need to speak briefly about what you looked at under your program and what your 
findings are. Findings can be one of 3 things: 1) actual violations; 2) things that may or may not 
be violations that you need to follow-up on; or 3) things that are probably not actual violations, but 
are concerns from an environmental aspect (and may be potential SEPs later). You will also need to 
be prepared with a schedule for follow-up and/or enforcement (if applicable). This whole discussion 
should take no more than 20 to 30 minutes total. 

We also need to have our interim report ready for the briefing. For the interim report, I will need 
each of you to write a paragraph or so generally describing what you looked at, and a list of 
findings (same 3 categories as above) in bullet form. This is generally about 1-2 pages 
double-spaced for each program so it isn't a very time-consuming task. 

So, what I need from you is your availability on the following mornings for the ECAT briefing: 5/24, 
5/31,6/14,6/21,6/28. Please let me know ASAP. Keep in mind that I will need everyone's 
interim report no later than the Monday before the actual ECAT briefing date. 

Thanks, 
Kathy 



To: Andre Daugavietis, Loren Denton. Vivian Doyle, Gerald Golubski, GEORGE OPEK, Entzminger.James, Patric M 

Subject: Follow-up to our meeting 

Updated phone list attached 

Dea, if you have any questions about what's going on after reading this, please let me know. Citgo is also 
on the list for the HQ initiative. The address of the refinery is: 
Citgo 
Lemont Refinery 
135th Street and New Avenue 
Lemont, Illinois 60439-3659 

Forwarded by Katherine Keith/R5/USEPA/US on 02/01/2000 03:02 PM 

To: Andre Daugavietis, Loren Denton, Vivian Doyle, Gerald Golubski, GEORGE OPEK, Entzminger.James, Patric M 
Subject: Follow-up to our meeting 

As promised during our meeting, here is the Citgo schedule, our phone list, and copies of the 
pre-inspection document request. Please note that I added some additional milestones in the schedule so 
read it carefully and let me know if there is any that seems impossible. Also, let me know if there is 
something that you don't understand in the schedule. 

Phone List 
Water Gerry Golubski 32256 
RCRA George Opek 61423 
EPCRA non-313/CERCLA Jim Entzminger 64062 
EPCRA 313n-SCA/FIFRA Dea Zimmerman 36344 
ORC Andre Daugavietis 66663 
Air Loren Denton 66814 

Vivian Doyle 37996 
Patric McCoy 66869 
Kathy Keith 36956 

Tentative Inspection/Referral Schedule 
State file review/pre-inspection info request 
Inspection document request lists to Kathy 
Pre-inspection team meeting 
Notify Citgo and I EPA/send document request 
INSPECTION 

RCRA/Air/Screening Inspections 
Water/Air/Screening Inspections 

Post-inspection info request 
Summary of Inspection Findings to Kathy 
TSD to ORC 
Individual inspection reports to Kathy for assembly 

As Needed 
March 9 
March 16 
March 20 
March 27 - April 7 

week of March 27 
week of April 3 

by April 14 
April 21 

June 1 
June 15 



/1' (:/ 

To: Andre Daugavietis, Loren Denton, Vivian Doyle, Gerald Golubski, GEORGE OPEK, Entzminger.James, Patric M 

Subject: Follow-up to our meeting 

As promised during our meeting, here is the Citgo schedule, our phone list, and copies of the 
pre-inspection document request. Please note that I added some additional milestones in the schedule so 
read it carefully and let me know if there is any that seems impossible. Also, let me know if there is 
something that you don't understand in the schedule. 

Phone List 
Water Gerry Golubski 32256 
RCRA George Opek 61423 
EPCRA/CERCLA Jim Entzminger 64062 
ORC Andre Daugavietis 66663 
Air Loren Denton 66814 

Viviari Doyle 37996 
Patric McCoy 66869 
Kathy Keith 36956 

Tentative Inspection/Referral Schedule 
State file review/pre-inspection info request 
Inspection document request lists to Kathy 
Pre-inspection team meeting 
Notify Citgo and lEPA/send document request 
INSPECTION, 

RCRA/Air/Screening Inspections 
Water/Air/Screening Inspections 

Post-inspection info request 
Summary of Inspection Findings to Kathy 
TSD to ORC 
Individual inspection reports to Kathy for assembly June 15 
Referral June 30 

As Needed 
March 9 
March 16 
March 20 
March 27 - April 7 

week of March 27 
week of April 3 

by April 14 
April 21 

June 1 

Document Request 
As we discussed today, a document request will be sent to Citgo with the written inspection notification on 
March 16. This list is intended to be a list of documents that we want Citgo to have available for us to 
review during the inspection (as opposed to copies for us to take). Attached are the document requests 
that were used for Murphy, Marathon Detroit, and Koch. I think each one is a little different so please look 
at them all and add/delete/combine to come up with your own list of documents that you want to review 
during the inspection. I will assemble the individual lists into one document. We will ask for the 
documents from 1/1/97 through the present, unless you specify otherwise. 

docreq.wp docreq2.wp doc.req 

Let me know if you have any questions. 
Kathy 



To: GEORGE OPEK 

Subject: Re: Citgo multimedia inspection 

George, 
Here is the address of the Citgo refinery. I was hoping that during the meeting next week we would 
decide as a group when to conduct the inspection. 

If there is anything else you need, let me know. 
Kathy 

Forwarded by Katharine Keith/R5/USEPA/US on 01/25/2000 08:33 AM 

Loren Denton 

' 01/21/2000 11:33 AM 

To: Katharine Keith 

CITGO Petroleum Corporation 
Lemont Refinery 
135th Street and New Avenue 
Lemont, Illinois 60439-3659 
Katherine Keith 

"1" ^ ^ Katharine Keith 
"T 01/21/2000 11:' 

1^6^ o4l ^6^ 

13 AM 

To: Lbren Denton 
Subject: Re: Citgo multimedia inspection 

Loren, 
Do you have the address for Citgo? 

Thanks, 
Kathy 

• Forwarded by Katharine Kelth/R5/USEPA/US on 01/21/2000 11:12 AM • 

Louis Bass 

01/20/2000 02:16 PM 
To: Katherine Keith 

please give me the address of the citgo facility and i'll have the state program manager find out if there are 
any usts 
Katherine Keith 



Referral June 30 

Document Request 
As we discussed today, a document request will be sent to Citgo with the written inspection notification on 
March 16. This list is intended to be a list of documents that we want Citgo to have available for us to 
review during the inspection (as opposed to copies for us to take). Attached are the document requests 
that were used for Murphy, Marathon Detroit, and Koch. I think each one is a little different so please look 
at them all and add/delete/combine to come up with your own list of documents that you want to review 
during the inspection. I will assemble the individual lists into one document. We will ask for the 
documents from 1/1/97 through the present, unless you specify otherwise. 

docreq.wp docreq2.wp doc.req 

Let me know if you have any questions. 
Kathy 
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STREET AND NO nU 4 1. '—^ j J 3. 
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•emont, Illinois j 
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KM 
ILD 041550567 Part B 
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The following service is requested (check one). 

Show to whom and date delivered 15^ 
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• RESTRICTED DELIVERY. 
Show to whom and date delivered 65F 
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^•^GERAGHTY 
& MILLER, INC. 

M5E/A 

'Environment and Infrastructure 

February 13, 1997 a heidemij company 

Mr. Robert Watson 
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
2200 Churchill Road 
Springfield, Illinois 62794-9276 

Re; Unocal Conference Call 
February 4, 1997 

Dear Mr. Watson; 

Enclosed is a summary of the conference call held on February 4, 1997 for your 
review and comment. If you disagree with the meeting summary, please contact either 
Mr. Thomas Hall of Unocal Corporation at 847-310-6806 or myself at 312-263-6703 at 
your earliest convenience to resolve any issues. 

"••4 

Sincerely, 

GERAGHTY & MILLER, INC. 

I J. Hamper 
Project Manager 

Enclosure: Conference Call Summary 
FEB 1 8 199/ 
„ 'EPA-BOL 

_PERM)TSECT)r.M 

cc: Tom Hall 
Norm Berger 
Claude Harmon 
Rob Watson 

Joel Garretson 
Kevin Moss 
Nick Nedeau 
Jerry Kuhn 

35 East Wacker Drive, Suite 1000 • Chicago, Illinois 60601 • (312) 263-6703 • FAX (312) 263-7897 



'GERAGHTY 
MILLER, INC. 

'Environment and Infrq^ucture 
a heidemij company 

TELEPHONE CONVERSATION RECORD 

Date: Feb. 4, 1997 Time: 9:30 AM Project No.: CI0487.004 

Conferees: Rob Watson lEPA Tom Hall Unocal 

Jerry Kuhn lEPA Martin Hamper Geraghty & MUler 

Prepared by Martin Hamper 

RE: Unocal 
Comments 

UNO-
VEN 

Draft Permit 

The purpose of this call was to discuss the schedule for final permit issuance and 
the status of the lEPA's review of Unocal's comments on the UNO-YEN draft permit. 
The lEPA representatives were asked if they had had an opportunity to review Unocal's 
comments on the UNO-YEN draft permit. The lEPA responded that they had reviewed 
UNO-YEN'S comments and but had not yet reviewed Unocal's comments. The lEPA 
stated that they have tried to address Unocal's concerns by deferring closure (and a 
decision on the type of cap) until a final decision on the CAMU is made, and removing the 
cover requirements outlined in the draft permit fi-om the final permit. 

The BEPA indicated that the final permit will require the submission of a closure 
plan at a later date. If a CAMU is approved, the closure plan would be submitted some 
number of days before closure of the CAMU is expected so that the closure can be 
tailored to the conditions that exist at the CAMU at that time. If the CAMU is not 
approved, then the permit would require the submission of a closure plan (and justification 
for the closure plan) something like 120 days after the CAMU denial decision is made. 
Unocal would be able to submit one of the alternative closure plans which are included in 
their comments to the draft permit. The lEPA was not sure if the decision on the closure 
plan would be a permit modification or simply an approval letter from the lEPA. 

The lEPA plans to issue the final permit no later than March 31, 1997. Both 
Unocal and UNO-YEN will have about seven to ten days to review the permit before it is 
issued. 



The mechanism for approval of a CAMU at the land treatment facility will be 
through a Class m permit modification. The lEPA anticipates that UNO-VEN submit 
a Class in permit modification request no earlier that April 1, 1997. The lEPA does not 
want UNO-VEN to submit the Class HI request until the final permit has been issued. If 
the Class HI modification looks like it will be approved, the lEPA will give UNO-VEN 
temporary authorization to begin maintenance and treatment demonstration development 
activities prior to issuance of a final permit modification. Such temporary authorization 
could occur in Summer 1997. The temporary authorization will not allow the full-scale use 
of the CAMU. The BEPA estimated that the Class HI final decision would likely come no 
sooner than December 1997. The lEPA envisions a two-phased process in approving the 
CAMU for full scale use. First, UNO-VEN will conduct a land treatment demonstration. 
If the demonstration is successfiil, then the lEPA will modify the permit to allow for full-
scale use of the CAMU. If the demonstration is not successful, then the CAMU will be 
denied and a closure plan must be submitted. 

Because the lEPA has not yet reviewed Unocal's comments, other issues raised in 
Unocal's comments were not discussed. The EEPA will call Tom Hall after they have 
reviewed the comments to discuss them. 

Tom Hall explained a little about Unocal's relationship with UNO-VEN. UNO-
VEN is a joint venture between Unocal and the Petroleos de Venezuela S.A. (PDVSA). 
The lEPA was informed that Unocal recently announced plans to spin off its fifty-percent 
interest in UNO-VEN. The closure of the ^e should be complet^ by March 31, 1997. 
When asked if UNO-VEN would become CITGO, Tom did not know. The lEPA 
commented that the there are required notices that must be made to the lEPA at transfer 
of ownership. Unocal indicated that if paperwork for ownership transfer is required, it 
would likely handled by the new management of UNO-VEN. Unocal's future role is 
uncertain. It may or may not have continuing financial responsibility for the landfarm 
closure and monitoring. In addition, Unocal's level of participation in the RCRA 
corrective action activities is subject to the final terms of the sale agreement. 

The lEPA will respond to all of the comments, but was not sure how to respond to 
the December 31, 1997 letter fi-om Geraghty & Miller that provided information requested 
in previous lEPA technical review. The lEPA requested that Unocal send a letter 
clarifying that the information transmitted in a letter to the lEPA on December 31, 1996, 
should be considered comments on the draft permit. The lEPA also requested a copy of 
Unocal's draft permit comments on computer disk. Unocal agreed to provide both the 
letter and their comments on disk (not including the exhibits). These items will be sent to 
lEP A before February 10, 1997. 

cc: Tom Hall Joel Garretson 
Norm Berger Kevin Moss 
Claude Harmon Nick Nedeau 
Rob Watson Jerry Kuhn 



1^1 
U N O - V E N 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
P 533 308 685 

OE 162-96 

The UIMO-VEN Company 
UNO-VEN Refinery 
135th Street & New Avenue 
Lemont, IL 60439-3659 

Telephone (630) 257-7761 

December 23, 1996 

Mr. W. Robert Watson 
Environmental Protection Engineer 
Permit Section 
Division of Land Pollution Control 
2200 Churchill Road, P.O. Box 19276 
Springfield, IL 62794-9276 

Minutes from December 6,1996 Meeting 
The UNO-VEN Company, Chicago Refinery 
Facility LD.#1978030004-RCRA Log. No. B-162 

Dear Rob; 

This letter summarizes UNO-YEN's understanding of discussion and action items fi-om the 
meeting held at lEPA's offices in Springfield on 6 December 1996. In attendance were the 
following: 

3 0 1996 
lEPA-bijL 

PERMIT SECTION 

Rob Watson, lEPA 
Clayton Bloome, lEPA 
Jerry Kuhn, lEP A 
Kevin Moss, UNO-VEN 
Tom Hall, Unocal 
Mark Robbins, Radian/AUS 
Martina Schlauch, Radian/CHI 

An agenda was developed for the meeting (attached), and this memo follows the general outline 
of that agenda. Action items are noted in ifa/ics. 

Rob Watson indicated that lEPA M>ould like to receive comments to the draft permit in electronic 
format as well as in hard copy format. 

Purpose of Meeting 

UNO-VEN met with lEPA (agenda item I.) to discuss data that had been assembled to evaluate 
the potential CAMU site at the Land Treatment Facility (LTF). This data was assembled and 
presented in the context of the LTF's current status and its ability to continue to treat waste as a 
CAMU. UNO-VEN also wanted lEPA's opinion on any additional data that it might require to 
satisfy other concerns regarding the LTF, as well as receive lEPA recommendations on the 
administrative approach for including the CAMU in the permit. Finally, UNO-VEN wanted to 
review its corrective action strategy and RFI approach with lEP A and receive feedback. 

Products 



Mr. W. Robert Watson 
December 23, 1996 
Page 2 

Current Status of the Unit 

To describe the current status of the LTF (agenda item II), Mark Robbins summarized both the 
vertical and horizontal distribution of constituents at the LTF. Several maps, cross-sections, and 
tables were used for visual presentation of these data and a complete set of copies was left with 
lEPA. Data presented was limited to Skinner List constituents. 

Vertical Pistributipn 
Data from two separate investigations (one by ERM and one by Geraghty & Miller) were used to 
evaluate the vertical distribution of constituents at the LTF. Interpretation of ground surface and 
the "disturbed'Tundisturbed" soil horizon varied between the two investigations. Radian used 
the more conservative interpretation in the presentation of the data. Further, the thickness of the 
5-foot treatment zone was measured from ftie existing land surface and not the initial ground 
surface as prescribed in the U.S. EPA guidance. 

The vertical concentrations of organics within the LTF were generally low, with only one organic 
constituent (bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate) detected below the "disturbed" or incorporation zone. 
However, inorganic constituents were shown to have accumulated over time in various portions 
of the LTF, and one metal (arsenic) was shown to have moved downward into the "undisturbed" 
soil. The vertical distribution of arsenic (and other constituents) was discussed in detail. The data 
evaluation presented indicated only one location where a constituent (arsenic) was indicated to be 
below the five-foot treatment zone above the established background upper tolerance limits 
(UTLs). One other location indicated a constituent (bis-2ethyl)hexylphthalate) below the 
treatment zone but it is believed to be a lab contaminant because none of the overlying soils 
indicated its presence. For each occurrence of a constituent in the treatment zone and/or below 
treatment zone soils, a deeper sample interval from the same location indicated that the 
constituent was not present above background values. There was no indication that constituents 
had migrated more than 6 ft below the groimd surface. 

Horizontal Distribution 

The horizontal distribution of constituents was also discussed. In particular the distribution and 
accumulation of chromium was evaluated. The data indicated that chromium had accumulated in 
a number of areas but was always restricted to within the first foot of soils. Radian observed that 
the chromium species present was most certainly the trivalent form, which is known to precipitate 
and become immobile in soils. These areas of elevated (cumulative) metal concentrations were 
discussed (which existed in a portion of Area I and Area II), with the understanding that any high-
metal wastes to be treated in the CAMU would not be placed in these areas. Elevated metals 
concentrations horizontally outside of the LTF were discussed and can be attributed to surface 
runoff In fiature CAMU activities, the impacted areas might be removed and placed within the 
LTF. Run-on/run-off control will prevent future horizontal migration of metal-containing 
sediments from the LTF areas. 

Groundwater and Lysimeter Pata 

Although lysimeters were incorrectly installed in the treatment zone (instead of below the 
treatment zone), lysimeter data was evaluated for an indication of constituent migrations. It was 



Mr. W. Robert Watson 
December 23, 1996 
Page 3 

noted that samples collected did not show significant concentrations of constituents above levels 
in the "background" lysimeter (outside of the 4 LTF areas). No spikes or peaks of constituents 
were observed. Rob Watson said that he was concerned about the data because he believed that 
waste was not applied or tilled directly above the lysimeters during previous operations. He was 
also concerned with the timing of the sampling events and the implication of this on the data. 

Past groundwater monitoring data indicated that no constituent migration to groundwater has 
occurred. 

Evaluation of LTF's Ability to Continue to Treat Remediation Wastes 

Toxicitv. Leaching, and Waste Restrictions 

This discussion was about Radian's evaluation of the LTF's ability to continue to treat wastes 
(agenda item IE). Because of time limits, it was requested that this evaluation be summarized and 
not discussed in detail. Based on the available data, there is no reason to believe that the unit is 
toxic to either plants or microbes. Additionally, it has been observed that the LTF areas are 
currently supporting natural vegetation, which substantiates the evaluation of the data. Also, as 
discuss^ previously in the meeting, it was recognized that there are locations within some of the 
LTF areas that have accumulated metals from past applications and wastes. While these areas are 
not a threat to leaching or plant toxicity currently, wastes applied to these areas would be 
restricted to those with low concentrations of metals. 

Monitoring Approach 
Radian summarized UNO-VEN's concept for monitoring the CAMU during operations. The 
approach includes monitoring of the unsaturated zone (incorporation/disturbed zone, treatment 
zone, and below treatment zone), utilizing a network of soil core locations and lysimeters, and 
monitoring of the saturated zone with the upper aquifer groundwater wells. The initial monitoring 
of the unsaturated zone would consist of the detected Modified Skinner List constituents along 
with other non-Skinner List constituents (approximately 11) that have been detected at the land 
farm in previous investigations. UNO-VEN mentioned that some of the non-Skinner constituents 
appear to be lab contaminants or constituents not common to refinery wastes. lEPA agreed that 
some of these constituents could be removed from the list in the future if they proved to be lab 
constituents or of little or no concern. UNO-VEN will provide this demonstration. Groundwater 
analyses would include the typical water quality parameters and for any constituent that has been 
detected in the below treatment zone soils (e.g. arsenic). 

UNO-VEN and lEPA wUl need to discuss use and monitoring of the existing SW-series 
monitoring wells in the perched zone. 

AddttiQual Pata Needs 

Under this item (agenda item IV) the additional data needs for operation of a CAMU were 
discussed. lEPA representatives indicated that no additional investigation data or evaluation of 
investigation data was required to proceed with implementation of the CAMU concept. 
However, lEPA stated that it wanted UNO-VEN to conduct a plot study as part of the first stage 
of CAMU operation. This study would need to demonstrate the LTF's ability to treat the 



Mr. W. Robert Watson 
December 23, 1996 
Page 4 

remediation wastes prior to lEPA's allowing full scale operations to begin. The timing of this 
issue was discussed and it was tentatively decided that an interim action could be conducted by 
UNO-VEN at the first SAVMU requiring corrective action and the waste used to conduct the plot 
study. This initial study would take approximately six months. Additionally, prior to other wastes 
being applied to the CAMU, UNO-\^N would submit the RFI data for lEPA review as 
characterization of the remediation wastes. The need for any additional plot studies would be 
evaluated as implementation of the CAMU proceeds. 

A discussion of the eventual closure of the LTF was initiated. Rob Watson stated that in order to 
close the LTF with a vegetated cap now, the lEPA would need to see an evaluation of migration 
potential, including modeling, that would demonstrate that the unit would not affect human health 
or the environment throughout the closure period. Rob Watson indicated that the evaluation must 
comply with the Guidance Manual on Hazardous Waste Land Treatment Closure/Post-Closure. 
40 CFR 265, which in turn referenced modeling procedures discussed in Permit Guidance 
Manual on Hazardous Waste Land Treatment Demonstrations. 

Rob asked for more detail on how the background values were calculatedfor the LTF (i.e., 
"show your work"). Rob does not want references to documents regarding methods, rather he 
wants a step-by-step illustration on how the values were derived (with backup documentation as 
necessary). 

Permit Modification to Include a CAMU 

UNO-VEN asked lEPA representatives how to incorporate the CAMU designation in the permit 
language (agenda item V). It was agreed that UNO-VEN would offer alternative language in 
their comments that would include CAMU as an option to closure. 

Rob said that UNO-VEN should include the composting option (mentioned in the CAMU concept 
document previously submitted) in the Class 3 mod for the CAMU. 

Interim Measures 

A discussion of interim measures (agenda item VI) included UNO-VEN's interest in initiating 
interim measures at the facility, including potential action at one or more SWMUs and at the LTF. 
Rob Watson suggested his priority for interim measures would be the implementation of run-
on/run-oflf control at the LTF, i.e., silt fences, hay bales, etc., especially around the waste piles in 
Area 1. Rob Watson requested, and UNO-VEN agreed, that a workplan be submitted to him in 
January 1997 outlining proposed interim measures. 

Corrective Action Strategy 

After discussion of the LTF, UNO-VEN and Radian spent some time reviewing the "RCRA 
Corrective Action Strategy and RFI Approach for UNO-VEN SWMUs" with Clayton Bloome 
(this item was not on the agenda). Rob Watson, Jerry Kuhn, and Tom Hall were not present for 
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this discussion. In general, Clayton Bloome agreed with UNO-VEN's strategy and approach, 
which was to divide the SWMUs into three groups and perform a combined Phase I/n for the 
high priority (Group 1) SWMUs. 

The following outlines Clayton Bloome's specific comments to the referenced document and the 
result of our discussion of each comment. 

Removal of SWMU 22. SWMU 23D. and SWMU 28 

Clayton Bloome agreed that based on a review of existing information, SWMUs 22, 23D, and 28 
should be removed firom the corrective action SWMU list in the RCRA permit. 

Removal of SWMUs 41 and 42 (East and West Tank Farms) 

Clayton Bloome was not comfortable with removing SWMUs 41/42 because of the potential for 
past releases fi-om other tanks in the tank ferms (besides those already identified in the draft 
permit as SWMUs). After discussion, UNO-VEN agreed to conducting a historical literature 
review of the tank farm areas to identify any past or potential releases from other (non-SWMU) 
tanks. With this provision, SWMUs 41 and 42 would be removed. 

Removal of SWMU 43 

Clayton Bloome was concerned about the removal of SWMU 43. UNO-VEN has agreed to 
rename the SWMU as 43 A-I to specifically identify points along the product pipeline that have 
had documented spills. UNO-V^ will conduct an assessment and literature search of these 
areas and any other documented areas along the line during the Group 2 investigation. With 
this provision it was agreed that SWMU 43 (Process Lines) would be replaced with SWMUs 
43 A-I (specific spill areas along the product pipeline). 

Group 3 SWMUs 

Clayton Bloome asked for more specific language regarding UNO-VEN's plans for the Group 3 
long-term investigation. This will be incorporated into the draft permit comments. 

SWMUs 10 and 25A-C 

Clayton suggested the heat exchanger bundle cleaning pads may require sampling near drains 
and/or near large cracks, as necessary. UNO-VEN agrees and had incorporated this suggestion in 
the discussion regarding the pads' integrity inspection and recommendation of corrective action 
by a registered professional engineer. 

SWMU 34 Prinritv 

Clayton requested that SWMU 34 be moved fi"om a Group 2 to a Group 1 SWMU. This has 
been done and will be reflected in the draft permit comments. 



Mr. W. Robert Watson 
December 23, 1996 
Page 6 

Groundwater Evaluation 

Clayton Bloome was not comfortable with removing the facility-wide groimdwater monitoring 
approach from the permit. After discussion, it was agreed that after the Group 1, Phase I/II 
investigation, UNO-VEN would evaluate a modified perimeter groundwater monitoring 
approach. The results of the Group 1, Phase I/n investigation will provide UNO-VEN with the 
appropriate information to develop a risk-based appropriate perimeter approach to determine 
whether additional (post-Group investigation) groundwater monitoring wells are needed to 
adequately and effectively address site-wide groundwater concerns, a plan for this perimeter 
approach will be submitted with the Group 2, Phase I workplan for lEPA approval. Clayton 
Bloome requested that UNO-VEN provide alternative language to this effect in the comments. 

The meeting ended around 12:30 p.m. 

Rob, feel free to call me at (630) 257-4452 with any questions and comments upon your review 
of these minutes. 

Sincerely, 

RCRA Coordinator 

Attachment 

cc: Clayton Bloome, lEPA Tom Hall, Unocal Claude Harmon, UNO-VEN 
Jerry Kuhn, lEPA Mark Robbins, Radian/AUS Martina Schlauch, Radian/CHI 



AGENDA 
Data Presentation for and Discussion of 

the Use of UNO-VEN's Land Treatment Facility for 
Future Treatment of Remediation Wastes 

10:00 a.m., Friday, 12/6/96 

I. Overview 

II. Presentation of Current Status 
• Vertical distribution of constituents with respect to Treatment Zone 
• Horizontal distribution of constituents 
• Cumulative concentrations of metals 

- Low concentrations of Oil and Grease and organics 
- Metals outside the LTF 

• Lysimeter data 
• Groundwater data 
• Questions and discussion 

III. Evaluation of LTF's ability to continue to treat wastes 
• Leaching concerns 
• Bio- and phytotoxicity concerns (chrome) 
• Restriction of waste constituents 
• Monitoring approach 

IV. Additional Data Needs? 

V. Modification of Permit Language to include CAMU 

VI. Interim Measures 

VII. Action Items and Wrap-Up 
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c The UNO-VEN Company 

® Products 

^ iL^VJ 

^cl :holas J. Nedeau 3850 North Wlike Road 
Counsel Arlington Heights, IL 60004-1269 

Tel: (708)818-7419 
Fax: (708) 818-7155 

December 16, 1993 

VIA FAX: (217) 524-3291 

Mr. Jeuaes Moore, P.E. 
Manager, Corrective Action Unit 
Permit Section 
Division of Land Pollution Control 
Bvireau of Land 
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
2200 Churchill Road 
P.O. Box 19276 
Springfield, Illinois 62794 

Re: lEPA No: 1978030004 - Will County 
Facility Name: UNO-VEN Refinery 
U.S.EPA No: ILD041550567 
RCRA Closure File 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

On October 14, 1993 I wrote you regarding an extension of time 
for UNO-VEN's response to Illinois EPA's (questionnaire. At that 
time we agreed that UNO-VEN's response would be due on December 
16, 1993. As a result of my absence from the office for knee 
surgery I have, been unable to review the final draft response. I 
expect to return to the office on December 20, 1993 and will fax 
you a copy of UNO-VEN's response on that date. If you have any 
(questions regarding my re(quest please feel free to contact me at 
home at (708) 295-6645. 

Very truly yours. 

Nicholas J. Nedeau 
Environmental Counsel 

NJN/msf 

cc: Darrell Jacob 
Bill Busse 

aedeai\aoae.ltr DEC 2 0 1933 
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UHOCAL# 

Unocal North American 
Oil & Gas Division 
Unocal Corporation 
14141 Southwest Freeway 
Sugar Land, Texas 77478 
P.O. Box 4551 
Houston, Texas 77210-4551 
Telephone (713) 491-7800 

November 3,1992 
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Regional Administration 
Region V 
Federal Building 
230 South Dearborn 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

SUBJECT: 
SIGNAIURES FOR CONSOLroATED 
PERMIT REPORTS 

Gentlemen: 

Attached is an authorization in which our General Manager of the Central U.S. 
Business Unit has delegated authority for signing certain Consolidated Permit Reports to 
duly authorized representatives. 

Sincerely yours, 

Ben J. Walkowiak 
HES Coordinator 

BJWrmal 

Attachment 
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AUTHORIZATION 

THE STATE OF TEXAS § 
§ 

COUNTY OF HARRIS § 

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS 

That I, L. Carl Hebert, General Manager, Central U.S. Business Unit, Union Oil 

Company of California, of Harra County, Texas, have authorized, and by these presents 

and in accordance with applicable Environmental Protection Agency regulations, do 

authorize the Asset Managers of the Central U.S. Business Unit of Union Oil Company of 

California, to sign on behalf of the Company, reports submitted by said company in 

connection with permits under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, the 

Underground Ipjection Control Program, the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and 

the Prevention of Significant Deterioration provisions of the Clean Air Act. 

This authorization is revocable by revocation entered in the Regional Office of the 

Environmental Protection Agency. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this ^ day of ^0 1/ . 

1992. 

WITNESSES; 

UNION OIL COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA 

6. 
A X 

L. CARL HEBERT 
GENERAL MANAGER 



l--

nUnois Environmental Protection Agency ' • P. O. Box 19276. 

Ssfer to: 1S»7S03GS04 — ynrCdanty 
: •'..eukfis-o geflnsirj'• 

lLm*»S0567 
• V • , Ct^Hance File 
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# 
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Orjo-l?en Cfeieaga Refinery^ 
AttentieR: Lee ErcfealF 

J35ti5 .Street ansi'Me© Avenue 
Lesont," ill tcois .S043S-36SS ' • '7 •' • , 

Gear fir. ErefiyM: •. -

Gs {Sctosser 17^ ISSO your feci Hty was Inspectod iity Jlaffe Setzlaff of tbe 
fVlinoss £nvirojsQentel Protection Agency. The par^se ef this insfjectlou %fas 
to dete.n3ine your fad iity's ccsipllance 35 lUiBOfs Adsi of strati ve. Code, 
Part 722, Suoparts A through £ and Part 72S, SuDpartisl A through £, 1 and A. 
At the tise of the iftspectien, BO apparent violations of the reqairesents 
addressed as jsart of the inspection ^re observed. 

for your infonsation a copy of the inspection report Is eficiosed. Sfecald you 
have any questions regarding the inspectioef please contact flark Ratilaff at 
708/531 "SSCG, • 

Sircerely, - • 

^-•p .fY y Y/? /• 

Bn i 
PTafiftiffg and Reporting Section 
8ivision cf Land PoTlutien Coatrol 

£Ug;f4SR;LS:j&/^2o4#3,22 

Enclosure 

cc: Sivisioa File 
• • tiayijood Segion 

Brian Unite 
, Bark. Retzloff \ 
. OSEPA Region V 
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CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RFCFTPT REQUESTED 

Union Oil Co. of California 
Chicago Refinery 
135th Street & New Avenue 
Lemont, IlTinois 60439 

Re: Union Oil Co. of California 
Chicago Refinery 
no 041 550 567 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you of the November 7, 1990, date of 
the expiration of the national capacity variance for petroleum refinery 
wastes, K048-K052. As you are aware under the Third Third rule, EPA granted 
an additional three-month national capacity variance for these wastes (55 ER 
22641, June 1, 1990). The variance expires on November 7, 1990. 

As of November 8, 1990, you, as the generator of these wastes, must treat the 
K048-K052 wastes to BOAT standards prior to land disposal, unless one of these 
three situations exists: 

1. You have received final approval for a case-by-case extension (RCRA 
Section 3004(h)(3) and 40 CFR 268.5) as published in the Federal 
Register, or 

2. You have received final approval for a "no-migration" variance (40 CFR 
268.6) as published in the Federal Register, or 

3. You or the treatment facility has received a treatability variance 
(40 CFR 268.44) for the particular waste stream(s). 

The Agency anticipates that it will not issue any final decisions on any 
petitions for variances or extensions prior to November 8, 1990. During the 
period of the national capacity variance, you should have been exploring and 
implementing alternatives to the land disposal of untreated K048-K052 wastes. 

The Agency is committed to carrying out the mandate established by Congress in 
RCRA Section 3004 of the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984. We 
will be conducting inspections and taking subsequent enforcement actions 
appropriate to the nature of the violations relating to the Land Disposal 
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RECEIPT FOR CERTIFIED MAIL 

NO INSURANCE C0VERA6(e PROVIDED 
NOT FOR INTERNATIONAL MAIL 

(See Reverse) 

Sent to 
Union Oil Co. of Call 

street andK35th Street & New Av 
1 .-vm/Mn-H Tll-iinrt-ic- CD/I 

PC. State and ZIP Code 

Postage 

Certified Fee 

Special Delivery Fee 

Restricted Delivery Fee 

Return QTVN 
to whom a^jMie^dive^^JjV Cfd 
Return 

TOTAL 

Postmark n^^ 'ij\) 
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STICK POSTASE STAMPS TO ARTICLE TO COVER FIRST CLASS POSTAGE. 
CERTIFIED MAIL FEE, AND CHARGES FOR ANY SELECTED OPTIONAL SERVICES. (tM trMt) 

1. If you wani tills receipt postmarked, sttp'k ttie gumified stub to ttie right ot the return address leaving 
the receipt attached and present the article si a post ottice service window or hand it to your rural carrier, 
(no extra charge) 

2. It you do not want this receipt postmarked, stick the gummed stub to the right ot the return address of 
the article, date, detach and retain the receipt, and mail the article. 

3. It you want a return receipt, write the certified mail number and your name and address on a return 
receipt card. Form 3811, and attach it to the front ot the article by means ot the gummed endsjt space per­
mits. Otherwise, affix to back ot article. Endorse front ot article RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
adjacent to the number. 

4. it you want delivery restricted to the addressee, or to an authorized agent ot the addressee, endorse 
RESTRICTED DELIVERY on the front ot the article. 

5. Enter tees tor the services requested in the appropriate spaces on the front ot this receipt. It return 
receipt is requested, check the applicable blicks in item 1 ot Form 38tt. 

6. Save this receipt and present it it you make inquiry. » U.S.G.P.0. 1 ees-aae-sss 



A SENDER: Complete items 1 and 2 when additional services are desired, and complete items 
^ 3 and 4. 
Put your address in the "RETURN TO" Space on the reverse side. Failure to do this will prevent this card 
from being returned to vou. The return receipt fee will provide vou the name of the person delivered to and 
the date of delivery. For additional fees the following services are available. Consult oostmaster for fees 
and check box(es| for additional servicelsl reguested. 
1. C Show to whom delivered, date, and addressee's address. 2. • Restricted Delivery 

(Extra charge) (Extra charge) 

3. Article Addressed to: 

Union Oil Co. of California 
Chicago Refinery 
135th Street & New Avenue 
Lemon't, Illinois 60439 

4. Article Number 

P 461 599 391 
3. Article Addressed to: 

Union Oil Co. of California 
Chicago Refinery 
135th Street & New Avenue 
Lemon't, Illinois 60439 

Type of Service: 
CH Registered [Zl Insured 
CX Certified • COD 

• Express Mail • ?„V"^^"erSse 

3. Article Addressed to: 

Union Oil Co. of California 
Chicago Refinery 
135th Street & New Avenue 
Lemon't, Illinois 60439 

Always obtain signature of addressee 
or agent and DATE DELIVERED. 

5. Signature — Addressee•• ^ t' ' V 8.. Addressee's Address (ONLY if 
-• requested and fee paid) 

L 
W N. 

6. Si^atuf^— Agent\ 

X 

8.. Addressee's Address (ONLY if 
-• requested and fee paid) 

L 
W N. 

7. Date of Delivery 

8.. Addressee's Address (ONLY if 
-• requested and fee paid) 

L 
W N. 

PS Form 3811, Apr. 1989 *U.S.G.P.O. 1989-238-815 DOMESTIC RETURN RECEIPT 



UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 

OFFICIAL BUSINESS 

I 
SENDER INSTRUCTIONS 

Print your name, address and ZIP Code 
In the space below. 
• Complete Items 1,2,3, and 4 on the 

reverse. 
• Attach to front of article If space 

permits, otherwise affix to back of 
article. 

• Endorse article "Return Receipt 
Requested" adjacent to number. 

5HR-13 U.S.iVIAIL 
a© 

PENALTY FOR PRIVATE 
USE, $.300 

RETURN 
TO 

Print Sender's name, address, and ZIP Code in the space below. 

U.S. EPA 
?3n .Smith nparhnrn ST.rppt. 
Chicago, I.llinois 60604 

.{l.l.l.lt tunihi! It.i 
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Restr1ct1ons regulations soon after the November 8» 1990, date. We strongly 
advise you to take any necessary steps to be in compliance with these 
important requirements on the effective date. 

Sincerely yours. 

SIGNED 
kiREMER. 

William E. Muno 
Acting Associate Director 
Office of RCRA 

cc: E. William Radlinski 
Glenn Savage 
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 

SI( pNATUF lEyINITIAL CONCUF {RENCE REQUESTED RCRA ENFORCEMEF T BRANCH ^REBV 

TYP. AUTH 
IL/IN 
TES 
CHIEF 

MI/WI 
TES 
CHIEF 

MN/OH 
TES 
CHIEF 

IL/MI/WI 
EPS 

CHIEF 

IN/MN/OH 
EPS 

CHIEF 

REB 
BRANCH 
CHIEF 

RCRA 
ASSOC. 
DIR. 

WMD 
DIVISION 
DIRECTOR 

4 11-6- no 
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Illinois Environmental Protection Agency • P. O. Box 19276, Springfield, IL 62794-9276 

217/732-67ttl 

iefer to: 13730d4>uQ4 — Will County 
Uno-Yen 
1LS)04}5&0547 
toapllance File 

CtmPLIAHCE INQUIRY LETTEII 

Certified #P 331 394 833 

August 30, 1990 

dno-Ven Coapaity 
Attn; Catiterine C. Sarnard, l^anager 
Envlronaental Service 
1690 £. Golf Road 
Scnai^iourg, Illinois 60196-1088 

dear i4s. Barnard: 

The iHiri^ose of this letter is to address the status of the above-referenced 
facility in relation to the requireiaeats of 36 111. Ada. Code Part 725 and to 
inquire as to your i;}o$ition with respect to the apparent violations identified 
in Attachavent A and your plans to correct these apparent violations. 

The Agemry's findings of apparent non-cod^liance are based on a August 22, 
1998 review of documents sab«1tted to the Agency to deoonstrate co^llance 
with the requirements of Subpart H. 

Please submit in writing, within fifteen {16) calendar days of the date of 
this letter, the reasons for the identified violations, a description of the 
steps Which have been taiteii to correct the violations and a schedule, 
including dates, by which each violation will be resolved. The written 
response, and two copies of all docuetents suosaitted in reply to this letter, 
should be sent to the following: 

drian Mhite 
Coa|>liance Unit 
Planning and Reporting Section 
Illinois Envlronaental Protection ^ticy 
division of Land Pollution Control 
220U Churchill Road 
Post Office 8a* 19276 
Springfield. Illinois S2794-9276 

,jg. • -Si's 

Furtlier, taia notice tlwt non-coaapliance with the fequireaents of the Illinois 
Environaeatal Protection Act and rules and regulations adopted thereunder may 
be the subject of enforcement action pursuant to either the Illinois 
Environmental Protection Act, II1. Rev. Stat., Cn. Ill 1/2, Sec. IdOl et seq. 
or the federal Resource ConservaCion aad Recovery Act (RCRA), 42 J.S.C. Sec. 
6901 et seq. 

Kr'-uijaw 
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If yoa have any questions regarding the above» please contact Andy Sollaer at 
217/782-57SU Enclosed are the financial foms to be corrected. 

Sincerely, 

E. dilliaia aadlinsici, i^anager 
Planning and Reporting Section 
Division of Land Pollution Control 

EWR:BM:sf/3129n,24-25 

Enclosure 

cc; Division File 
i^iaywood/Regioo 
USEPA^ 
Brian traits 
Andy VolliBer 
Scott Phillips, Enforceaent 



Illinois Environmental Protection Agency • P. O. Box'19276, Springfield, IL 62794-9276 

ATTACHE! A ' ' _ ' 

1. Pursaaht to 35 111. Adia. Code 725,244(5), dsrirtg the active life of the 
facility, the owner or operator shall a^ust the post-closure cost 
estitaate for inflation within 30 days after each anniversary of the date 
on which the first post-closure cost estisate was prepared. The 
adjusteieat must be made 00 days prior to the anniversary date of the 
establlshsient of the financial instru^nts used to comply with Section 
725,245, For owners and operators asing the financial test or corporate 
guarantee, the closure cost estimate must be updated for inflation within 
30 days after the close of the firm's fiscal year and before submission of 
updated Information to the Agency as specified in Section 725.245(e)(5), 
The adjustment say be made by recalculating the post-closure cost estimate 
in current dollars, or by using an inflation factor derived from the 
annual Implicit Price Deflator for Sross national PrpdoGt as published by 
the U.S, Qepa»^fc3ent of CasEierce in its Survey of Current Business as 
specified in subsections (b)tl) and (b)(2). The inflation factor is the 
result of dividing, the latest published annual Deflator by the Deflator 
for the previous year, 

1, The first adjustment is made by raaltiplying the post-closure estiaate 
by the inflation factor, the resalt is the adjusted post-closure 

• cost, estimate,'. 

2, Siibseqaent adjus^nts are aade ijy mltiplying the latest adjststed 
post-closare cost estfiaate by the latest inflation factor, 

Voa are in apparent violation of 35 111, Ad^. Code 726.244(b) for the 
- following reason(s): Your post closare cost decreased and with a 4S 

inflation factor your post closure cost should have Increased. Please 
explain or adjust your post closure accordingly, 

2, Pursuant to 35 III. Adsf. Code 724,251, the Agency shall promulgate 
standardized forms based on 40 CrR 264,161 with such changes in wording as 
are necessary under Illirais law. Any owner or operator required to 
establish financial assurance under this Subpart shall do so only upon the 
standardized forus prosKilgated by the /^ency. The Agency shall reject any 
financial assurance document which is not submitted an such standardized 
fonas. The Agency has rejected your financial assurance docuissntis) for 
failure to use the Illlnbts standardized forms. 

1. Yoxir letter from the Chief Financial Officer is incorrect. You 
listed the llountain Pass facility as covered by the Illinois 
Guarantee; liowever, this should be listed in the first paragraph and 
not under the guarantee, 

2, The Trust Agreement fails to have the Corporate Seal affixed as 
required, 

aa:sf/3l230.26 



Illinois Environmental Protection Agency • P. O. Box 19276. Springfield, IL 62794-9276 

217/762-6761 

Refer to: 197S030004 — ail! County 
Legant/Une-Ven (IK^tOCALj 
110641550567 
Cospllauce File 

i43y S, 1990 

yno-Ven 
Attn; 0«M. Oeotoii* Superifltendent 
Mealtlt, Euvironsraat & Safety 
ISStia Street and lies? Aventie 
Leiiont, Illinois 60439 

Dear Oenton: 

Tits Asency is in receipt of your April 30, 1930 responss(s) to our April 10, 
1990 Pre-EHforc®^nt ConfereiK:©, Tour responseis) has Oeen retfies!<ed and the 
apparent wiolatioa(s) of Seetionts) 725.19310)111 is noa considered resolved. 

If yoa have any qoestions, please contact Cindy Dawis at 217/782-6761. 

Sincerely, 

o • 
^gela Aye Tin, l^anager 
Technical C^^liaace Unit 
Cotapliance Section 
Division of Cand J^llution Control 

AAT:81i:Pjh/1578a/15 

ce: Division File 
^y«ood Region 
Ciady Davis / . 
(J^A, Region 1?/ 
Sriantihite 

m 



'J Illinois Environmental Protection Agency • P. o. Box 19276, Springfield. IL 62794-9276 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: April 16, 1990 

TO: Division File 

FROM: Cindy Davis2t7^-

SUBJECT: 1978030004 — Will 
Uno-Ven 
Compliance 

A Pre-Enforcement Conference was held April 10, 1990 between the Agency and 
Uno-Ven. For those in attendance see the attached list. The violation of 
725.193(d)(1) cited in the Agency's March 7, 1990 Pre-Enforcement Conference 
Letter was discussed. Uno-Ven was using Tables 15 and 16 of the TEGD in their 
statistical method. Geordie Smith explained the Agency does not approve the 
use of these tables because under interim status multiple well comparisons are 
not allowed and Tables 15 and 16 of the TEGD do not reasonably balance out the 
false positive and false negative error rates. Uno-Ven explained that they 
have had a false positive error problem in the past, and because Tables 15 and 
16 used multiple well comparisons, the chance for a false positive error was 
reduced. Uno-Ven further explained the major problem in the past has been 
that the background data did not have alot of variance. This problem should 
disappear, however, because a new background has been established. Pursuant 
to the USEPA Consent Agreement, Unocal (Uno-Ven) had to install a new 
groundwater monitoring system and establish new background values. In the 
interim while establishing new background values, statistical comparisons were 
to be done using the old background values. It was using these values that 
caused the statistically significant increases resulting in the enforcement 
actions. Geordie explained the problem in the past with triggering was not 
due to a false positive error, therefore, the problem was not a statistical 
one, and Uno-Ven should not need to use Tables 15 and 16. The Agency and 
Uno-Ven agreed to put this argument off since it may not be necessary if the 
new background values indicate the false positive error rate will not be a 
problem. Uno-Ven agreed to submit a response to the Agency by April 30, 1990 
proposing a statistical procedure for detection monitoring. This procedure 
will not include use of Tables 15 and 16 of the TEGD. 

Geordie Smith informed Uno-Ven any statistical procedure proposed under 
264(724) must meet the following criteria: 

1. The test has to be a T-test; 

2. Must include individual comparisons for each indicator parameters; and 

3. Must include individual comparisons for each well. 
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The Agency also discussed problems discovered when reviewing the annual report. 

1. Uno-Ven did not separately identify in the annual report the statistically 
significant increases detected for upgradient well GOID as required by 
725.194(a)(2) in accordance with 725.193(c)(1). GOID triggered for pH for 
the 1st, 2nd and 3rd quarters. 

2. Page 2 of the third quarter analytical results for G06D was not submitted 
with the annual report. 

Uno-Ven agreed to submit both of these with the April 30, 1990 response. 

Harry Chappel discussed the problems with manifesting nonhazardous waste from 
the refinery to the landfarm and the decant basin. The landfarm and decant 
basin will need a site number so the computer can track the waste shipment. 
Waste has to be manifested because transportation requires use of 2 public 
roads. Harry explained that the RCRA Closure Plans for the landfarm and 
surface impoundment (closure from a hazardous surface impoundment to a 
nonhazardous decant basin) should address the problem of ah actual permit. 
The only thing needed is a waste stream application completed by Uno-Ven 
giving the name and address of the facility. Harry informed Uno-Ven he would 
call them and let them know if anything else would be needed. 

Andy Vollmer discussed the financial assurance. Uno-Ven was required to 
submit a new Part A application and financial assurance to show change of 
ownership. The financial papers submitted listed Uno-Ven as the corporation 
putting up the money. Andy told them since Uno-Ven has not been in business 
for a year, (an auditor's opinion cannot be provided). Union Oil would have to 
provide financial assurance for closure. Post closure financial assurance can 
be provided by Uno-Ven. Representatives from Uno-Ven stated they do not 
prepare the financial instruments, but they would talk to the people in 
California who do and try to get it straightened out. 

The meeting adjourned at 3:00 p.m. 

CD/mls/1195n/86-87 
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UNO-VEN 
® Products 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
P 296 346 621 

The UNO-VEN Company xe. CS^ 
135th Street & New Avenue • 
Lemont, Illinois 60439 •TM«M 

Thomas B. Williams 

Manager, Chicago Refinery 
Telephone (708) 257-7761 

/<?^?o3oooy 
UAJO'Vep 

2c.c:t>€>*ffSSoSbi 
February 23, 1990 

Ms. Angela Aye Tin, Manager 
Technical Compliance Unit 
Compliance Section 

Illinois Environmental 
Protection Agency 
2200 Churchill Road 
P. 0. Box 19276 
Springfield, IL 62794-9276 

HES 142-90 

3^ c ^ 

Compliance Inquiry Letter 
RECEIVED 

FEB 2 6 1990 
Dear Ms. Tin: _ 

lEPA-DLPG 
On February 8, 1990, UNO-VEN received your Compliance Inquiry 
Letter dated February 2, 1990. That letter alleges that 
UNO-VEN violated 35 111. Admin. Code 725.193(d)(1) by failing 
to notify the Director that the facility may be affecting 
groundwater quality. We have reviewed Attachment A to your 
letter, which attempts to explain the alleged violation, and 
believe that there is no violation of the referenced 
regulation. 

Based upon Attachment A, it appears that the confusion which 
led to your issuing the Compliance Inquiry Letter relates to 
the statistical procedures (and t-tables) used to conduct a 
statistical comparison of the analytical data. Therefore, we 
will focus our discussion on that issue. Our comments regard­
ing this issue are as follows: 

1. Both the guidance docximent and regulations cited in 
Attachment A relate to the statistical procedures to be 
employed for analyzing groundwater data generated at 
permitted hazardous waste land disposal facilities. 
uNO-VEN, being an interim status facility, not a permitted 
facility, is not subject to the U.S. EPA regulations in 40 
CFR Part 264.90 et seq. Instead, the interim status 
regulations in Illinois' equivalent to 40 CFR Part 265 (35 
III. Admin. Code 725) must be applied. Particularly, 40 
CFR Part 265.93(b) (35 111. Admin. Code 725.193 (b)) cites 
the appropriate statistical analysis to be used (Appendix 
IV, "Tests for Significance", elaborates on the t-test 
requirements). 
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This regulation requires that the student's t-test be used 
to statistically compare the data. Unlike the regulations 
foxand in 40 CFR Part 264, the interim status regulations 
do not contain a statistical performance standard or allow 
alternative statistical tests to be used. Also, they do 
not specify which student's t-test or t-tables must be 
used. 

2. The U.S. EPA's Technical Enforcement Guidance Document 
(TEGD) (September 1986) and the t-tables contained therein 
fully meet the requirements of the regulations in 40 CFR 
Part 265 et seq. (35 111. Admin. Code Part 725). The 
average replicate test procedure described in that docu­
ment is a multiple comparison technique that provides for 
individual well comparisons using modified t-table values. 
The t-table values incorporate a factor analogous to the 
least-significant difference factor used in one-way ANOVA. 
The need for this factor is discussed below. 

3. The decision of \diether or not to escalate from detection 
monitoring to assessment monitoring is made based on one 
measurement event at a given time point. If one of n 
parameters from one of m wells fails, then assessment is 
technically triggered. If the multiplicity of parameters 
is not taken into account, then there is a significant 
increase in the rate of rejection of the null hypothesis 
(false positives) that arises solely because of statisti­
cal anomalies unrelated to the data quality. 

This problem is best illustrated with an example. 
Consider the case of a decision to accept or reject an 
analytical data set comprised of twenty parameters (five 
wells with four indicator parameters). Allow a level of 
significance of 0.01, and the probability that all the 
parameters will be within specification at the same time 
is 81Z, not 991 as the regulations would imply. It is 
this type of statistical aberration for which Tables 15 
and 16 correct. 

4. While lEPA did provide UNO-VEN with guidance indicating 
that it preferred facilities not use Tables 15 and 16 in 
the TEGD, there is no regulation which disallows the use 
of Tables 15 and 16 during interim status. In fact, U.S. 
EPA, by issuing the TEGD, encouraged facilities to use 
those tables as a way to avoid false positives. In view 
of conflicting guidance from two regulatory agencies and 
the history of false positives at the facility, UNO-VEN 
evaluated both and determined that the statistical 
methodology in the TEGD (including Tables 15 and 16) was 
most appropriate for their facility. As both were guid­
ance and not law, UNO-VEN was operating within rights 
under RCRA. 
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In summary, we believe that there has been no violation of the 
applicable interim status regulations. When UNO-VEN statisti­
cally analyzed its data using a t-test, which is recornmended by 
U.S. EPA and meets the requirements of 35 lAC 725.192, no 
statistically significant increase was detected during the 
first quarter of 1989. Therefore, no additional statistical 
analysis was required until the third quarter and no violation 
exists. 

In an effort to resolve this issue, UNO-VEN requests that a 
meeting be held between technical representatives of lEPA, 
UNO-VEN and UNO-VEN's consultant. The purpose of this meeting 
will be to attempt to resolve this issue at a technical level 
rather than having it escalate into a legal dispute. Please 
contact L. D. Erchull at (708) 257-7761 in order to arrange a 
mutually agreeable time and date. 

Very truly yours. 

D. W. Denton 
Superintendent 
Health, Environment & Safety 

LDE/ls 
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217/782-6761 

Refer to; 1S73G30004 — Isl 11 County 
UfHxal 
ILBC41S50S67 
Cos^llance File 

eCS^UMCE XKQglRY UTTER 

Certified # P 115 239 821 

Fe&riiary 2, 1SSQ 

Uno-?en 
Attn; D, :K, Seaton, SaperiRtendeat 
Healtli, £fiviror®ent S Safety 
155th Street and iJess AveBue 
Lesont, Illinois 66453 

Sear Mr. Gentea: 

Ttse purpose of this letter is to address tlte status of the ahofe-referenced 
facility in rslatfen to the retpiret^ats of 35 111, Adss. Cede, Part 72S, 
Sa&part F ana to intplre as to your position witit respect to the apparent 
wielatioQs ideatiffed in Attachs^at A and your plans to correct these apparent 
violations. The Agency's fieidtngs of apparent non-ccsspliafice ss listed in 
Attaciffiient A are feased on a daneary 22, 1S9G r&irfm of dcci^nts subisitted to 
the Agency to desosstrate c^i lance yith the reqsirGsents of Part 725, 
Subpart F, 

Please sabsit in writing, vflteln fifteen (IS) calendar days of the date of 
tills letter, t&e reasons for the identified violations, a dascHptioa of tire 
steps ^icfe have been taken to corrsct the violations and a sche^le. 
Including dates, by each violation »ill be raselved. The written 
respoMO, and titjo copies of all docuEsonts sabBitted In reply to this letter, 
should be seat to the foTleeiiig: 

Angela Aye Tla, s^anager 
Technical Cosspllance Unit 
CoTBpllaace Sectloa 
Illinois Envif^snrasptel Protection Agency 
Division of Laisd Foliation CoBtrsl 
2200 CharchllVRoad 
Post Office Sox 19276 
Springfield, Illiaois 62794-9276 
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Fartfeer, notice tfeat non-coapliance i^e reipireseBts of the Illisois 
£B¥lreEE©DtaT Fmtsctfoa ftet roles ana regndations atiapted t^reuftder isay 
tse the si^o^ect of enforcesent action pursuant to either the Illinois 
Enviroit^eittal Protection Act> 111. Stot.. Ch* 111 1/2, Sec, 1001 et seq. 
or ti^ fe-feral Resource Conservation anf! Recovery Act (RCRA), 42 U,S.C7^$ec. 
0901 et S6Q. 

If j«>u have a^ questions regarding the above, please contact Clnjiy Savis at 
217/7S2-6701. 

Sincerely, 

Angela Aye tia, toager 
Technical Coi^liance Unit 
Cospllance Section 
division of Land PollBtion Ccntrol 

Mt:C0;iaa?J541^/SS-30 
J. ' 

ix: Steision File 
Itorthefn aegfofi 
CIB^ Uavts 
USI^A fiegiOB V 
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ATTilCliCliT A 

1. PttrswRt to 35 111. Code 725.193(d)(1), If tlm oiMlyses fiorforaod 
ftoder parasropt) (cHZ) coitflrat tlie significant Increase (or pR decrease) 
the OMter or opentor laast provide written notice to the Director — 
within seven days of the date of soch conflreatlon — that the facility 

be affecting grooMlwater asallty. 

Toe are In apparent violation of 35 111. Ads. Code 725.193(d)(1) for the 
following raason(s): Failure to notify 1^ Director of significant 
Increases la HNmltor wells GOS! for pK for the second Cioarter, and GOI^ 
for pH In the first and second qoarters of 1989, 

Qno-Ven wos notified In writing on hovemhtr 9, 196S, the Agency does not 
allow the use of Tables 15 and 16 of USEPA's September 16, 1986. ACRA 
GroendMater Monitoring Technical Enforcoaent Guidance Docia»nt (TEGD) for 
statistical conparisons. The tables are not acceptable since use of thea 
dPes not aeet general perforaance standards for aetbods that take Into 
account oxporlaent wide error rates as described In USEPA's Interia Final 
Guidance. Statistical Analysis of Groundwater Ibmltorfng Data at KtRA 
FMllltles. dated February, 1989 and Final Rule, Statistical Methods for 
Evaluating Groundwater Monitoring frea Hazardous Waste Facilities, Federal 
Register. Tuesday, October 11. 1988, Uno^Ven was also verbally Inforaed 
of the technical Inadequacies with using these tables. 

The Agency has evaluated the data using a standard t-table. For a 
tailed test at «« 99 percent confidence Interval with an n ef IT (12-1), 
the correct tc Is 2.718. Fwr a two tailed test at the 99 percent 
cenf1<teBce Interval, the correct tc value Is 3.106. Osing these tc values 
In Uao-Ven*s calculations: 

ieiiod of the 99 Percent Confidence Interval for ^,TOX ai^ ItXI: 

*c • *b * TcSb (1 • 1/nb X ob)^/2 

Specific Conductance 

Xc - 1248.06 * (2.718) (472.75) (1 • 1/12)V2 

Xc - 2585.46 

TCC 

Xc - 10.63 • (2.718) (8.73) (1 • 1/12)1/* 

Xc - 35.33 

TOX 

Xc • .0790 • (2.718) (O.C775) (1 • 1/12)1/* 
Xc « 0.2982 

'A 
fi 

:: 

>• ..''•in" •' 
'-V- -

-J 
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BotSfKS 'af 99 l^rceiit Conffdewe Iflterval fcr pH: 

Xc = Xfr 4- Tc$b i\ • l/(nb X (yfe)V2 

m • • 
Xc » 7.1V + (3*106) (.155 (1 • T/12)V2 

Xg « 6.625 - 7.SS 

yfeen c«^ariB§ tits? first, second and tfetrd qaerters 19S9 data to the 
calcGlated Xg values, the folloBfng statlstlcelly st gaff leant fecreases mre 
ohserved: 

ecso 006D 
2nd qearter pB 7.6S 1st quarter pR 7.65 
3rd qoarter pR 7,79 2nd quarter pH 8.00 

Resaaiple pH 7.65 3rd quarter pH 8.14 
Rfisat^le pB 8.16 

*0010 

1st quarter pH 8.€6 
2Bd quarter p« 7,90 
3rd tparter pS 7,^ 

%nttorTng «e11 JMlcatcr paraateters are statistically slgalflcaiit If tee Keaa 
values for a soling event are: 

pM: falties less than 6,625 or greater tean 7.53 
faloes greater than 2685.46 

TSC: Values greater tten 35,33 
VOX; Values greater th»» 0.2982 

^'Opgradtent well does ncrt require Botlflcatton antfl Annual Bepert. 

Of the ahove sIgMffcant Increases only for tise third tarter (pB) ms 
reported" to-. tee Agency, 

C0/ials/q32!»/1-2 
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^7/7S2-«761 

Refer to: 1978030004 — Kill County 
Lesont/Ono-Ven (Onccol) 
IL00415SC567 
Cc^llsRce Ftle 

Pg£>ERFCmCB€RT CCCTIEHCE LETTER 

Certlfle<S # P 106 088 439 

Kerch 7, 1990 

Uno-Ven 
Attn: O.M. ^ton, Superlntertdent 
iealtfi, Envlif^paaefit & Safety 
13£th Street end tien Avenue 
Le^nt« Illlnafs 63439 

Oesr Br, Centon: 

71«€ Ageesy has prevlessty Infoneed One-fen of apparent vfoTatlens of the 
Illinois Envtrofesental Protection Act and/or roles and regulations adopted 
tfeeroiinder. These apparent violatlcas are set forth In Attachtsent A of this 
letter. 

As a resylt of these apparent vIolottoBS, It Is our Intent to refer this 
^tter to the Agency's legal staff for the preparatien of s formal esforcessent 
case. The Agency's legal staff will, in turn, refer this isatter to the Office 
of Attorney teneral or t© the United States Envlronssental Protection Agency 
for the filing of a forsal coBplaint, 

Prior to tafeing starft action, however, y©» ere requested to attend a 
Pre-EnforceBent Conference to be Iteld at the IlUnols Envtro^ntaT Protection 
Afem^y, Btv1$1©» of land Pollution Control, 2200 Churchill Road, Sprlugfield, 
iflinofs. tlte purpose of this Conference »in be: 

1. To discuss tJie validity of the appayent violations noted by Agency staff, 
and 

2. To arrive at a program to ellBlnatc existing and/or future violations. 

Yes should, therefore, bring such pereonnel and records to the conferefKre as 
will CTable a c<m^>^Tete discussion of tr» above Ue have scheduled the 
Conferem:e for Sarcfi 27, 1990, at 1:30 p.is. If this arrange^t Is 
inconvenient, please contact C1?»dy S. ©avis at 217/782-6761 to arrange for an 
a1 terestive date and ttrse. 

In addition, please be advised that this letter constitutes the itotSce 
rec^tred by Section 31(d) of the Illinois Envlrot^ntal Protection Act prior 
to the filing of a forasl ccBplalnt. The cited Section of the Illinois 
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ERvtroissenta? Pmtectien Act r««a1res tfte Ageisr^ to Ifsfor© yea of tfie el^rges 
wfeicli ere to fee oTIegetf ai«i offer yow the opportunity t© sect with appropriate 
officials thirty «lays of this notice Oate in an effort to resolve sech 
conflict tahfch could lead to the ftlfsg of fomal oction. 

Sincerely, 

,'-V- -

Harry ft. Cheppel , P.E., Onager 
Cosiptiance Scctton 
01 Tf1 si OR of Land Poll tttf on Control 

KAC: 8S/iil«/8774n/36-37 

'Attacfeseut ' . 

cc: Divlslcn File 
ilaytsaso Region 
CitM^ H®¥tS / 
ySEPft Region V ^ 
Brian Hhlte 
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ATTUCSIFOT A ^ ^ ^ ^ '• ; 

1. Parsosfit to 3B m. Atfrn. Co^ 725,193(d)fl)j, ff analyses perfomed 
Kjflider paregrapiJ fcJUS tonflm tlie slgotfleaist Ificreese pB decrease) 
the ©aner ©r operas ©ust pro^icJe written ©otlce to tfe© Dtrectsr — 
trfthiB seven days of the <late of sacfc coBflnsatlon ~ tfest the facnity 
eaiy t» affection greuot^ater goalfty. 

Too are to appareot violation of 35 111. Aifej. Code 7g5,ie3{d)(l) for the 
fdVlewlog reason(s): Fatlore to nottfy tlie Director of significant 
feci^ases In esonitor wells @150 for pM for tfie second fp^arter, and €060 
for pB In tfte first and second quarters of 198S. 

U!K>-Ven was Krtlfled in t^rltli^ oo KoveE^®r Sa tlb^ Agotey does not 
allow tfee use of Ta&li^ 15 and 16 ©f asS'ft*s Septet^r 16» 1586, RCfiA 
Groundwater ftonltorlng Teclmlcal Enforcesent Gtildance Becomnt {TEGBJ for 
statistical co^risons. Tlie tallies are not eceeptel^le sine® ese of tte© 
does sot 5®et general perfomance stsncisrds for listhods tMt tat© Into 
accosst experl^nt trtde error rates as described In GSEI»A*s Interla Final 
Galdance. Statistical Analysis of Groendwater 1^1 toring Date at 8CM 
Facilities, dated Fet»r«ary, 1SS9 and Final Role, Statistical feteeds for 
EvalGating Groandwater ^nlterlng fro® l^sardoas Ssste Facilities, Federal 
{Agister, Teesday, October 11, I9S6. O»0-Ve© was also verbally tnfonscd 
of tfte technical tnadeqeactes witfe using ttese tables. 

The Agency ftas evaluated toe data cstng a standard t*tsble. For a one 
tailed test et the 9f percent confidence Interval witfe a© n of 11 (12-1), 
the correct tc Is 2.716. For a two tailed test at tise 55 percent 
conff^nce Interval, tto correct tc valoe Is 3.106; Osing these tc valees 
in yno-Ten^s calculations; 

Upper 6ofiif»1 of the SO Fereent Confidence Interval for SC,T{K and TOO; 

Xc = % > Tc% (1 + 1/ofe X 

^>ec1fie ^mdectoncc 

1?#8.^ + (2.716) {472.71) (1 • 1/12)1/2 

Xc » 2585,4S 

Toe 

Xc » 10.63 * (2.718) (8.73) (1 + 1/12)V2 

X© « 35:.33 • 

TCX 

X© « .6790 * (2.716) (0.0775) (1 + 1/12)V2 
X© « 0.23S2 
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Pfige Z ~ 

Lotier sffd tipper Beifed of tfee fS l^reent CofiffOoece IfitefvaT for pB: 

3?c ^ 

Xc> 7at * tsjMri.u) tii/i2)V2 

Xc « 5.625 w 7.59 " 

SIffin co^rii^ the first, second aod third qoarters 1^9 data to 
caTcatatod Sc vatoes, ttse following statistically slgolftcaiit increasos sere 
otserved-:' • 

605& 686l> • 

2fsd ciBarter pS 7.68 Ist garter pH 7,69 
3rd <partcr pH 7,79 Zed qcarter pR S.CG 

flesat^te ^ 7.S5 3rd charter pK 8.M 
Resaisple pH 8.16 

*ssi0 . 

Tst pll 8.06 
2ftd ^rter pB 7,90 
3rd porter ^ 7 .69 

f^eirlteHng ^11 indicator parameters are statistically slgsiflcant If trie iaeaa 
oalees for a sailing event are: 

Ifalees less thaa 6,625 or greater than 7.69 
SO: Values greater tfeau 2585.46 
TS€: Valaes greater tbao 35.33 
TOX: failles greater «jan 0.2982 

*8pgrad1«5t well does wot reqstire natlflcatlcn trotll Pmml Report. 

0f the afcow sifplflcant Increases ©fily 695S for tfte third Quarter (pH) was 
reported to the Agency. 

€0/fflt 8/077415/38-39 



Unocal Refining & Marketing Division 
Unocal Corporation 
135th Street & New Avenue 
Lemont. Illinois 60439 
Telephone (312) 257-7761 

UNOCAL® 

HES 491-89 

Couer UH-fr on/'-t 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
P 994 489 341 

Thomas B. Williams 
Manager. Cnicago Refinery 

UlUoCA^. 
JCLI>ot//ssoSkf^ 

Dear Ms. Tin: 

Ms. Angela Aye Tin 
Illinois Environmental Protection 
Agency 

Division of Land Pollution Control 
Technical Compliance Unit 

Compliance Section 
P. 0. Box 19276 
Springfield, IL 62794-9276 

Response to September 22, 1989 
Compliance Inquiry ̂ Letter 

In response to your September 22, 1989 Compliance Inquiry 
Letter regarding missing monitoring data, we provide the 
following comments. 

All of the required information was submitted to you in our 
June 26, 1989 submission. In case the letter has been mis­
placed, we are providing you with another copy. 

Turbidity data on the wells was not reported because it is not 
required as referenced in Illinois Administrative Code Title 
35, Section 725.192(b)l and 40 CFR 265, appendix 3. 

Should you have any further questions, please contact L. D. 
Erchull at the above telephone number. 

RECEIVED 
Very truly yours. OCT P W89 

IEPA'DLPC c e. 
C. R. Plug 
Superintendent 
Health, Environment & Safety 

LDE/las 

Attachment 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

230 SOUTH DEARBORN ST. 
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60604 

«EPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF; 

5H-12 

waMMIMl&t 
MIIM pwrPTTPT i^miwiM) 

C.T. Corporation System 
Registered Agent for 
Ohio Waste Systems, Inc. 
815 Superior Avenue N.E. 
Cleveland, Chio 44114 

Re; Ccnplaint, Findings of Violation 
and Conpliance Order 

Evergreen Landfill 
EEA I.D. No.: CUD 608 111 327 

Dear sir or Madam: 

Eiiclosed please fina a Ccnplaint and Conpliance Order vfliicOi specifies this 
Agency's determination of certain violations by Ohio Waste Systems, Inc., of 
the Resource conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) as amended, 42 U.s.c. 
§6901 fit ssa. ISiis Agency's determination is based on inspections of the 
facility located at 2625 East Broadway, Northwood, Chic 43619 by the 
Chio Environmental E'roteetion Agency (CEPA), and other information in tlie 
QEFA's and the tfiiited States Environmental Protection Agency's files. The 
Findings in the ccnplaint state the reasons for such a detennination. In 
essence, the facility failed to meet particular requirements of RCRA relating 
to groundwater monitoring. 

Acconpanying the Coarplaint is a Notice of Cfportunity for Hearing. Should 
you desire to contest the Ccnplaint, a written request for a hearing is 
required to be filed with the Regional Hearing Clerk (5MF-14), 
United States Environmental Protection Agency, 230 South Dearborn Street, 
Chicago, Illinois 60604, within 30 days from receipt of this Complaint. 
A copy of your request should also be sent to Larry L. Johnson, Office of 
Regional Counsel (5CS-HIB-3) at the above address. 

Regardless of vSietlier you choose to request a hearing within the prescribed 
time limit following service of this Ccnplaint, you are extended an 
opportunity to request an informal settlement conference. 
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If you have any questions or desire to request an informal conference for 
the purpose of settlement with Waste Management Division staff, please 
contact James Saric, l&iited States Environmental Protection Agency, 
RCRA Enforcement Branch (5HR-12), 230 South Dearborn Street, Chicago, 
Illinois 60604. His fiione nurriber is (312) 886-4446. 

Sincerely, 

Basil G. Constantelos, Director 
Waste Management Division 

Enclosure 

cc; Mr. John A. Barbush 
General Manager 
Evergreen Landfill 
2625 Fast Broadway 
Nbrthwood, Ohio 43619 

Richard Dreschel, OEPA-NWDO 

bcc: Robert Shiall, OWPE (OS-520) 

Larry Johnson, ORG 5CS-TUB-3 

Regional Hearing Clerk, 5MF-14 

CH Permit Section, 5HR-13 

Jean Sharp, 5HR-13 

5HR-12:JSARlC:SbOwie; 6/8/89: disk #2 CHICIWASTE.CMP: 6-4446 
rev: or-6/13/89.rev8/l6/89rev 8/31/89 
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UNITED SmiES EM/IRCKMEWIML FROTEETrCW AGEIJCY 
REX3ICN V 

IN IHE lyKTIER OF; 

CKEG WASTE SYSTEMS, INC. 
2625 F?Sr BRCMJWAY 
NQROIMXD, CHIO 43619 

EFA I.D. No: CHD 608 111 327 

v-w- t) AL 
DOCKEn? NO. ® ® * I 

CCMFIAIMT, FINDINGS OF 
VIOLAnCN AND_ 

||SE? a:; 1939 

Hiis ccnplaint is filed pursuant to Section 3006(a)<l) of 
PROTECTION AGENCY 

Oonservation and Recovery Act of 1976, as amended (RCRA), 42 U.S.C. §6928(a)(l), 

and the united States Environmental Protection Agency's Consolidated Rules of 

Practice Governing the Administrative Assessment of Civil Penalties and the 

Revocation or Suspension of Permits, 40 CFR Part 22. one Ccnplednant is the 

Director, Waste Maaiaganent Division, Region V, United States Environmental 

Protection Agency (U.S. EFA). Ihe Respondent is Chio Waste Systems, Inc., 

located at 2625 East Broadway, Northwood, Chio 43619. 

mis COnplaint is based on information obtained by the U.S. EFA, including a 

conpliance inspection conducted by the Chio Environmental Protection Agency 
/ 

(OEFA) on August 25, 1988, and conprehensive groundwater monitoring evaluations 

conducted by the QEEA on T^ugust 26-27, 1986, aixl January 23, 1989. At the time 

of the inspections, violations of applicable State and Federal regulations were 

identified. 

% 

Pursuant to 42 U.S.C. §6928(a)(l), and based on the information cited above, 

it has been determined that Ohio Waste Systems, Inc., has violated Subtitle C 

of RCRA, Sections 3004 and 3005, 42 U.S.C.§6924 and 6925 and regulations cited 
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at 40 CFR 265.90(a), 40 CFR 265.94(a)(2)(ii), 40 CFR 265.310, and 40 CFR 265.117. 

me aFPlicable Ohio Regulations are found in the (2iio Mministrative Code (CftC) 

at 3745-65-90(a), 3745-65-94(A)(2)(B), 3745-66-10, and 3745-66-17. 

JURISDICTICW 

Jurisdiction for this action is conferred v^xan U.S. EFA ty Sections 2002(a) (l), 

3006(b), and 3008 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6912(a)(l), §6926(b), and §6928 

resE^ectively. 

Fran July 15, 1983, until January 31, 1986, the State of Chio had Phase I 

interim authorization pursuant to Section 3006 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6926, to 

administer a hazardous waste program in lieu of the Federal program, mis 

authorization allowed either the State or U.S. EPA to enforce CBiio hazardous 

waste statutes and regulation, vfliere ^plicable, in lieu of Federal statutes. 

U.S. EPA retained authority in matters related to the issuance of final RCRA 

Permits during this period. On January 31, 1986, the State of caiio's Phase I 

interim authorization esqjired. Fran February 1986 until June 30, 1989, the 

Federal Hazardous Waste program and regulations applied in the State of Ohio. 

On June 30, 1989, the State of Chio was granted Final Authorization by the 

Administrator of U.S. EPA pursuant to Section 3006(b) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. 

§6926 (b), to administer a hazardous waste program in lieu of the Federed. 

program. See 54 Fflf^P»rai Register 27,170 (1989). As a result, facilities in 

Ohio qualifying for interim status under Section 3005(e) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. 

§6925(e), are now regulated under the Ctiio provisions found at CSiio 

Administrative Code (CAC) Rule 3745-50 et seg., rather than the Federal 

regulations set forth at 40 CFR Part 265. mus, this Ccnplaint, Findings of 

Violation, and Compliance Order seeks to enforce both Federed and State 



% 

- 3 -

regulations, as aFplicable. Section 3008(a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6928(a), 

provides that U.S. EFA may enforce State regulations in those States authorized 

to administer a hazardous waste program. Notice to the State porsuant to this 

section has been provided. 

FINDINGS CF VICIEATICK 

Hiis determination of violation is based on the following; 

1. Respondent, CXiio Waste Systens, Inc., is a person defined by Section 

1004(15) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6903(15), who owns and operates a facility at 

2625 East Broadway, Nbrthwood, Ohio that disposed of hazardous waste. 

2. Section 3010(a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6930(a), requires any person ̂ dio 

generates or transports hazardous waste, or owns or operates a facility for 

the treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous waste, to notify U.S. EE=A of 

such activity vatliin 90 days of the promulgation of regulations identifying 

such hazardous waste under section 3001 of RCE?A. Section 3010 of RCRA also 

provides that no hazardous waste subject to relations may be transported, 

treated, stored, or disposed of unless the required notification has been 

given. 

3. U.S. EFA first published regulations concerning the identification, 

generation, transportation, treatment, storage, or disposed of hazardous waste 

on Kby 19, 1980. Ihese regulations are codified at 40 CFR Parts 260 et seo. 

Notification to U.S. EFA of hazardous waste activity, including the activities 

of the Respondent, was required in most instances no later than August 18, 1980. 

4. Section 3005(a) of RCRA requires U.S. EEA to publish regulations requiring 

each person owning or operating a hazardous waste treatment, storage, or 
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di^sal facility to cSbtain a RO^A Permit. Such regulations were published on 

May 19, 1980, and are codified at 40 CFR Parts 270 and 271 (formerly Parts 122 

and 123), as amended. Hie regulations require that persons vdio treat, store, 

or dispose of haaardous waste sutmit Part A of the permit application in most 

instances no later than November 19, 1980. 

5. section 3005(e) of RCRA provides that an owner or operator of a facility 

shall be treated as having been issued a permit pending final administrative 

disposition on the permit application provided that; (1) the facility was in 

existence on November 19, 1980; (2) the requirements of Section 3010(a) of 

RCRA concerning notification of hazardous waste activity have been conplied 

- with; and (3) an application for a permit has been made. This statutory 

authority to operate is Joiown as interim status. U.S. EPA regulations 

inplementing these provisions are found at 40 CFR Part 270. 

6. The Respondent, Ohio Waste Systems, Inc., owns and operates a 

facility at 2625 East Broadway, NOrthwood, Ohio. The Respondent is an Ctiio 

corporation vfliose registered agent is C.T. Corporation System, 815 Siperior 

Avenue, N.E., Cleveland, (3hio 44114. 

7. On August 18, 1980, Respondent filed a notification of hazardous waste 

activity for this facility with U.S. EEA pursuant to Section 3010 of RCRA. On 

Noveniber 19, 1980, Respondent filed Part A of the permit application with the 

U.S. EFA pursuant to Section 3005 of RCRA. Respondent obtained interim status 

for the processes and hazardous wastes listed in Part A of its permit 

application. 
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8. The Respoindent disposed of ha2ardous waste at the facility. These wastes 

have been identified and listed as hazardous wastes under Section 3001 of the 

ftct (U.S. EFA Hazardous Wastes NOs. DOOl, D002, D004, DOOS, DOOS, DOOV, D008, 

DOOg, DOlO, DOll, D016, F006, F017, F018, K048, K049, K050, K051, K061, K062, 

K068, K071, K086, K106, P030, U220, and U226). 

9. On August 26-27, 1986, QEFA conducted a RCE?A cotprehensive groundwater 

monitoring evaluation of Respondents facility and identified the following 

violation: 

Failure to install a groundwater monitoring system capable of 

determining the facility's inpact en the quality of groundwater in the 

ippermost aquifer, as required by 40 CFR 265.90(a) and CAC 3745-65-90(A). 

Specifically, in not installing groundwater monitor wells in the 

Lacustrine Zone and the Sandy Zone located approximately 50 - 60 feet 

below the facility, Ohio Waste Systems, Inc., is not adequately 

monitoring the ippermost aquifer. 

10. In a letter dated T^ril 10, 1987, OEPA notified Respondent of the 

violations noted in the August 26-27, 1986, inspection of Respondent's 

facility. 

11. In a letter dated July 31, 1987, U.S. EEA notified Respondent of the 

inadequacies of the existing groundwater monitoring system. 

12. On September 25, 1987, U.S. EFA conditionaaiy approved Respondent's 

closure plan, pirovided that a revised post-closure groundwater monitoring plan 

be submitted by October 31, 1987, incorporating the required conditions. 
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13. In a letted dated August 29, 1989, U.S. EFA notified the Respondent that 

the post-Glosure plan was disapproved. 

14. Qi February 24, 1988, Respondent sutmitted the 1987 Groundwater 

Monitoring Supplementary Annual Report. Uiis Report failed to include the 

results of statistical evaluations required by 40 CFR 265.93(b) vdiich is a 

violation of 40 CFR 265.94(a) (2) (ii) and CRC 3745-65-94(A) (2) (b). 

15. (3n June 20, 1988, U.S. EE=A sent Respondent a Notice of Violation 

regarding: 

a. Failure to meet the post-closure groundwater monitoring requirements, 

as required by 40 CFR 265.117 (CAC 3745-66-17) and 40 CFR 265.310 

(CAC 3745-66-10); and 

b. Failure to include the results of statistical evaluations as 

specified in 40 CFR 265.93(b) and CAC 375-65-93(6) in the groundwater 

monitoring annual report, as required by 40 CFR 265.94 (a) (2)(ii) 

and CAC 3745-65-94 (A)(2)(b). 

16. On TUigust 25, 1988, GEPA conducted a RCRA inspection of Respondent's 

facility and identified the following violation of the Federal and State 

Hazardous Waste Program: 

The Facility failed to meet the post-closure groundwater monitoring 

requirements, as required by 40 CFR 265.310 (C?^ 3745-66-10) and 40 CFR 

265.117 (CAC 3745-66-17). 

17. Cn September 16, 1988, QEFA sent a Notice of Violation to Respondent 

citing the violation found during the August 25, 1988, inspection. 
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18. On January 25, 1989, QEFA conducted a RCRA ccnpreihensive groundwater 

inohitoring evalioation of Respondent's facility and identified the following • 

violation of the Federal and State Hazardous Waste Program: 

Failure to install a groundwater monitoring system capable of determining 

the facility's inpact on the quality of groundwater in the ippermost 

aquifer, as required by 40 CFR 265.90(a) and OM2 3745-65-90(A). 

Specif icedly, in not installing groundwater monitor wells in the 

Lacustrine Zone and the Sandy Zone located approximately 50 - 60 feet 

below the facility, Ohio Waste Systems, Inc., is not adequately monitoring 

the ippermost aquifer. 

19. On Tpril 27, 1989, QEEA sent a Notice of Violation to Respondent citing 

the violation found during the January 25, 1989, inspection. 

(XMFTJarCE CRDER 

Respondent having been initially determined to be in, violation of the above 

cited rules and regulations, the following Compliance Order pursuant to 

Section 3008 of RGRA, 42 U.S.C. §6928, is entered: 

A, Respondent shall, inmediately rpon this Order becoming finail, achieve and 

maintain compliance with all of the groundwater monitoring requirements, 

including all reporting requirements, pursuant to 40 CFR 265.90 throu^ 

265.91, and QftC 3745-65-90 throu^ 3745-65-94, except as provided in Paragraphs 

B and C below. 

B. Respondent shall, within thirty (30) days of this Order becoming final, 

sutmit to U.S. EFA the results of a statistical evailuation for the 1987 Annual 
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Groundwater Monitoring Report pursuant to 40 CFR 265.93(b) that satisfies the 

requirements of 40 GBR 265.94(a) (2)(ii) and CftC 3745-65-94(A) (2) (b). 

C. Respondent shall, within sixty (60) days of this Order becoming final, 

sutmit to U.S. EPA for epproval, a post-closure groimdwater monitoring plan 

pursuant to 40 CER 265.117 and 40 CER 265.310, vdiiCh incorporates the required 

modifications of the September 25, 1987, letter sutmitted by U.S. EPA to Ohio 

Waste Systems, Inc. 

D. Within thirty (30) days of U.S. EPA approval of the plan required in 

paragraph C above. Respondent shall iirplement the plan in accordance with the 

approved schedule. 

E. Respondent shall notify U.S. EPA in writing ipon achieving conpliance with 

this Order and any part thereof. This notification shall be sutmitted no later 

than the time stipulated above to the U.S. EPA, Region V, Waste Management 

Division, 230 South Dearborn Street, Chicago, Illinois 60604. Attention: 

James Saric, RCEA Enforcement Branch, 5HR-12. 

A copy of these documents and all correspondence with U.S. EPA regarding this 

Order shall adso be sutmitted to Mr. Michael Savage, Division of Solid and 

Hazardous Waste Management, Ohio Environmental Protection T^ency (OEPA), 

1800 WaterMarJc Drive, P.O. Box 1049, Colurrflbus, Ohio 43266-1049. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this Order, an enforcement action may be 

brought pursuant to Section 7003 of RCRA or other statutory authority t^here the 

handling, storage, tureatment, transportation, or disposal of solid or hazardous 

waste at this facility may present an inminent and substantial endangerment to 

human health or the environment. 
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PRnPTKFn r-QTIL PHSPJLTY 

In viiefw of tlifi above (ietenninatiQn and in consideration of the seriousness of 

the violations cited herein, the potential harm to human health and the 

environment, and the ability of the Respondent to pay penalties, the 

Ccmplainant proposes to assess a civil penalty in the amount of dSE HUMDEMD 

THIRry-IWD IHOUEPJSD FOUR-HUNEKED SIXIY NHJE DCEIAE^S ($132,469.00) against the 

Respondent, Chio Waste Systems, Inc., pursuant to Sections 3008(c) and 3008(g) 

of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6928. Payment shall be made by certified or cashier's 

check payable to the Treasurer of the isiited States of America and shall be 

mailed to U.S. EET^, Region V, P.O. Box 70753, Chicago, Illinois 60673. Copies 

of the transmittal of the payment Should be sent to both the Regional Hearing 

Clerk, Planning and Management Division (5MF-14), and the Solid Waste and 

Elnergency Response Branch Secretary, Office of Regional Counsel (5CS-TUB-3), 

U.S. EFA, 230 South Dearbom Street, Chicago, Illinois 60604. 

Failure to ccnply vrith any requirements of the Order shall subject the above-

named Respondent to liability for a civil penalty of i?> to IWENIY-FIVE IHOUSAND 

DOT .TARS ($25,000) for each day of continued nonccmpliance with the deadlines 

contained in this Order. U.S. EPA is authorized to assess such penalties 

pursuant to RCRA Section 3008(c). 

NPnCE OF OPKRTUNITy FOR HEARIMG 

ihe above-named Respondent has the ri^ to request a hearing to contest any 

material factual allegation set forth in the (ixrplaint and Ccnpliance Order or 

the appropriateness of any prqposed ccnpliance schedule or penalty. TMless 

Respondent has filed an answer not later than thirty (30) days frcm the date 
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this Ccnplaint is served. Respondent my be found in default of the above 

Qarplaint and Ccnpliance Order. 

To avoid a finding of default by the Regionaa TViministrator you must file a 

written answer to this Ccnplaint with the Regional Hearing Clerk, Planning and 

Management Division (5MF-14), U.S. EPA Region V, 230 South Dearborn Street, 

Chicago, Illinois 60604, within thirty (30) days of receipt of this notice. A 

copy of your answer arid any subsequent documents filed in this action should be 

sent to Larry L. Johnson, Assistant Regional Counsel (5CS-I11B-3), at the same 

address. Failure to answer within thirty (30) days of receipt of this 

Ccnplaint may result in a finding by the Regional Aaministrator that the entire 

- amount of penalty sought in the Ccnplaint is due and payable and subject to the 

interest and penalty provisions contained in the Federal Claims Collection Act 

of 1966, 31 U.S.C. §§3701 gt 

Your answer should clearly and directly admit, deny, or ejqjlain each of the 

factual allegations of vhich Respondent has knowledge. Scdd answer should 

contain: (1) a definite statement of tlie facts vhich constitute the grounds of 

defense; and (2) a concise statement of the facts vdiich Respondent intends to 

place at issue in the hearing. The denial of any material fact, or the raising 

of any affirmative defense, ̂ lall be construed as a request for a hearing. 

Uie Consolidated Rules of Practice Governing the Administrative Assessment of 

Civil Penalties and the Revocation or Suspension of Permits, 40 CFR Part 22, 

are applicable to this administrative action. A copy of these Rules is 

enclosed with tliis Ccnplaint. 

% 
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JT CCMFERHO: 

Whether or not Respondent requests a hearing. Respondent may confer informally 

with U.S. EPA concerning: (1) vftiether the alleged violations in fact occurred 

as set forth above; (2) the ̂ prppriateness of the ccnpliance schedule; and 

(3) the c^propriateness of any proposed penalty in relation to the size of 

Respondent's business, the gravity of the violations, and tlie effect of the 

proposed penalty on Respondent's ability to continue in business. 

Respondent may request an infonred settlement conference at any time by 

contacting this office. Any such request, however, will not affect either the 

thirty-day time limit for responding to this Conplaint or the thirty-day time 

limit for requesting a formal hearing on the violations alleged herein. 

U.S. EEA encourages all parties to pursue tlie possibilities of settlemant 

through informal conferences. A request for an informed conference should be 

made in writing to Mr. James Saric, RCEA Enforcement Branch (5HR-12), at the 

address cited above, or by calling him at (312) 886-0992. 

Dated this *2!. day of . 1989. 

Dr 
Waste Management Division 
Ccnplainant 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region V 
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('!<I' I h' I rATF. riF 5TO?WrF. 

I hereby certify that I have caused a copy of the foregoing COnplaint to be 

served 15x311 the persons designated below, on the date below, by causing said 

copies to be deposited in the U.S. Mciil, First Class and certified-retum 

receipt requested, postage prepaid, at Chicago, Illinois, in envelopes 

addressed to: 

C.T. Corporation Systan 
Registered Agent for 
Cfliio Waste Systems, Inc. 
815 Si^erior Avenue N.E. 
Cleveland, Cihio 44114 

and 

Mr. John A. Barbush 
General Manager 
Evergreen landfill 
2625 East Broadway 
NOrthwood, Ohio 43619 

I have further caused the originail of the Complaint and this Certificate of 

- Service to be served in the Office of the Regionail Hearing Cleric located in 

the Planning and Lfenaganent Division, U.S. EE=A, Region V, 230 South Dearborn 

Street, Chicago, Illinois 60604, on the date below. 

These are said persons' last Icnown addresses to the subscriber. 

Dated this , 1989. 

% 
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ATWBMEWT 1 
PEMALTY SUVIMARY 

Rfigulatian T^licable at 
the Time of Violation 

Nature of Requirement 
Date of Violation 

Penality 
Assessed 

40 CFR 265.90(a) 

40 CFR 265.117 & 40 CFR 265.310 

40 CFR 265.94(a)(2)(ii) 

Groundwater monitoring system 
not capable of determining the 
facility's inpact en the ipper-
most aquifer 
(August 25-26, 1986; 
January 25, 1989) 

Failure to ccxrply with the 
post-closure groundwater 
monitoring requirements 
(June 20, 1988; 
August 25, 1988) 

Failure to include the required 
statistical evaluations in the 
1987 groundwater annual report 
(June 20, 1988) 

Totad 

$121,969.00 

$ 9,500.00 

$ 1,000.00 

$132,469.00 

% 
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rcentage adjustments are applied to the dollar amount calculated on Line 4, flart 1. 
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ntK^K^^AL n£y>oicr ^Nick u>/}s 

PENALTY ASSESSED THIS VIOLATION: ^^l6C6'^ 
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A SENDER: Complete items 1 and 2 when additional services are desired, and complete items 
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Put your address In the "RETURN TO" Space on the reverse side. Failure to do this will prevent this 
card from beina returned to you. The return receiot fee will orovide vou the name of the oerson delivered 
to and the date of delivery. For additional fees the following services are available. Consult postmaster 
for fees and check boxiesi for additional service(s) requested. 
1. • Show to whom delivered, date, and addressee's address. 2. • Restricted Delivery 

(Extra charge) (Extra charge) 
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C.T. CORPORATION SYSTEM 
REGISTERED AGENT FOR 
OHIO WASTE SYSTEMS, INC. 
815 SUPERIOR AVENUE N.E. 
CLEVELAND, OH 44114 

4. Article Number 
P 109 221 550 

3. Article Addressed to: 

C.T. CORPORATION SYSTEM 
REGISTERED AGENT FOR 
OHIO WASTE SYSTEMS, INC. 
815 SUPERIOR AVENUE N.E. 
CLEVELAND, OH 44114 

Type of Service: 
Ell Registered Q Insured 
Q Certified • COD 

• Express Mail • ?oVS(5"erMse 

3. Article Addressed to: 

C.T. CORPORATION SYSTEM 
REGISTERED AGENT FOR 
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X USA A. COWARD 
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requested and fee paid) 

* rirvFI AND OHIO 44114 
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Illinois Environmental Protection Agency • P. O. Box 19276. Springfield. IL 62794-9276 

217/7S2-fi761 

Pefer to: 197S030CC4 — Kill County 
UBCCAL 
aP041550567 
Coiripllance File 

^k>vefsb«r 19E8 

WCCAL 
Attention: Leo Erchull 
135th Street £ llew Aventte 
Leoont, Illinois 6043S 

Dear Mr. Erchull: 

On «Jun 21, 1988, your facility was Inspected by Glno Bninl of the Illinois 
Envlroneental Protection Agency* The purpose of this Inspection was to 
detemlne your facility's coapllance with 35 Illinois Adolnlstratlve Code, 
Part 725, Sobpart(s) F. At the tine of ^1s Inspection, apparent violations 
found In previous 1ttspect1on(s} were again t^senred* 

For your Inforaatlon, a copy of the Inspection report Is enclosed* Sioald yea 
have apy qaestloas regarding the fnspcctlim, pleaW contact Glno Breni at 
312/345-9780* 

Sincerely, 

(h^ 
Angela Aye Tin, Manager 
Technical ComI lance Unit 
Cmplfance Section 
Division of Land Pollution Control 

MT:68:8U:Jd/3333J /58 

Ehclosore 

RECilVED 
ttgyweod Region i 
Brian Wrtte _ _ ,^*0 
CtMir #•*»« NOV 7 1988 

ILL E.P.A. - D LP-C-
WE OF laiNOis 

f-:5 

iC'V- ^ '• 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

230 SOUTH DEARBORN ST. 
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60604 

OCT 2 6 1987 
REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF: 

5HE-12 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Walter W. Crim, Esquire 
Unocal Corporation 
1201 West 5th Street 
P.O. Box 7600 
Los Angeles, California 90051 

Re: Consent Agreement and 
Final Order 
Union Oil Company of California 
Lemont, Illinois 
Docket No. V-W-87-R-015 

Dear Mr. Crim: 

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of the Consent Agreement and Final Order 

signed by Unocal Corporation. A fully executed copy of the Consent Agreement 

and Final Order is enclosed for your file. 

Your cooperation in resolving this matter is appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 

W lliam H. Miner, Chief 
Hazardous Waste Enforcement Branch 

Enclosure 

cc: w/enclosures 
D. W. Bruckert, Supervisor 
Larry Eastep, lEPA 
Gary King, lEPA 
Linda Kissinger, lEPA 
Glenn Savage, lEPA 
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RECEIPT FOR CERTIFIED MAIL 
NO INSURANCE COVERAGE PROVIDED 

NOT FOR INTERNATIONAL MAIL 

(See Reverse) 

n 
o 
o 
ro 
i-t 

Sent to 
Walter W. Grim, Esquire 

'^Corporation 
1 om T.T—4- qt-Vi 

'p° O'^ 'BOX ' i 6titf 
F^pSjeAngeles, Gailtt 

90051 
Certified Fee 

Special Delivery Fee 

Restricted Delivery Fee 

Return Receipt showing 
to whom and Dale Delivered-'" .no 
Return Receipt showia|iK^4?]>hi!» 
Dale, and Address 

td- y 
TOTAL Postage anffeef 

1lol ^dl 
Postmark or Dale l\^\ VVN / O 



STICK POSTAGE STAMPS TO ARTICLE TO COVER FIRST CLASS POSTAGE, 
CERTIFIEO MAIL FEE. AND CHARGES FOR. ANY SELECTED OPTIONAL SERVICES. (tN Iront) 

1. II you want this receipt postmarked, stick the gumrrred stub to the right ot the return address leaving 
the receipt attached and present the article at a post otfice service window or hand it to your rural carrier, 
(no extra charge) 

2. If you do not want this receipt postmarked, stick the gummed stub to the right ot the return address ot 
the article, date, detach and retain the receipt, and mail the article. 

3. If you want a return receipt, write the certified mail number and your name and address on a return 
receipt card. Form 3811, and attach it to the front ot the article by means of the gummed ends it space per­
mits. Otherwise, affix to back ot article. Endorse front ot article RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
adjacent to the number. , 

4. It you want delivery restricted to the addressee, or to an authorized agent of the addressee, endorse 
RESTRICTED DELIVERY on the front ot the article 

5. Enter fees for the services requested In the.appropriate spaces on the Iront of this receipt. If return 
receipt Is requested, check the applicable blocks In item 1 ol Form 3811. 

6. Save this receipt and present it If you make inquiry. 



UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 

OFFICIAL BUSINESS 

SENDER INSTRUCTIONS 
Print your name, address, and ZIP 
Code In the space below. 
• Complete Items 1, 2, 3, and 4 on 

the reverse. 
• Attach to front of article If space 
, permits, otherwise affix to back 

of article, 
e Endorse article "Return Receipt 

Requested" adjacent to number. 

U.S.MAIL 

PENALTY FOR PRIVATE 
USE, $300 

RETURN Print Sender's name, address, and ZIP Code In the space below. 

TO Jonathan Cooper (5HE-12) 

U.S. eNVIROMNENTAL PRO. ASEHCY 
RE6X0N V 
250 SOUTH OeARBORN 
CH1CA60 IL 60604 



^SENDER: Complete items 1 and 2 when additional services are desired, and complete items 3 
~ and 4. 
Put your address In the "RETURN TO" Space 'on the reverse side. Failure to do this will prevent this 
card from being returned to vou. The fsmtn receipt fee wll provide vou the name of the person 
delivered to and the date of deliverv. For additional fees the ollowlna services ere evellahin r^nncuit 
postmaster for fees and check box(es) for additional service(s) requested. 
1. E Show to whom delivered, date, and addressee's address. 2. D Restricted Delivery 

\(Extra charge)\ ^(Extra charge)^ 

3. Article Addressed to: 

Walter W. Crim, Esquire 
Unocal Corporation 
1201 West 5th Street 
P.O. Box 7600 
Los Angeles, California 90051 

4. Article Number 

P 298 721 473 
3. Article Addressed to: 

Walter W. Crim, Esquire 
Unocal Corporation 
1201 West 5th Street 
P.O. Box 7600 
Los Angeles, California 90051 

Type of Service: i 
• Registered • Insured 
B Certified • COD 
D Express Mail 

3. Article Addressed to: 

Walter W. Crim, Esquire 
Unocal Corporation 
1201 West 5th Street 
P.O. Box 7600 
Los Angeles, California 90051 

Always obtain signature of addressee 
or agent and DATE DELIVERED. 

5. Signature — Addressee \. 

X ^ \ 

8. Addressee's Address fOiVZ, y i/ 
requested and fee paid) 

a? 

8. Addressee's Address fOiVZ, y i/ 
requested and fee paid) 

a? 7. Date of Delivery C OCT 30^ 
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requested and fee paid) 

a? 
PS Form 3811, Mai. 1987 * U.S.G.P.O. 1987-178-268 

UnJionJ oij^ 
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UNITEn STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION V 

IN THE MATTER OF: ) DOCKET NO. V-W-87-R-015 

UNION OIL COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA ) CONSENT AGREEMENT AND 
CHICAGO REFINERY ) FINAL ORDER 
135TH STREET AND NEW AVENUE 
LEMONT, ILLINOIS 60439 

ILD 041 550 567 

PREAMBLE 

On December 17, 1986, a Complaint and Compliance Order was filed in this 

matter pursuant to Section 3008(a)(1) of the Resource Conservation and Recovery 

Act of 1976 (RCRA), as amended, 42 U.S.C. 66928(a)(1), and the United States 

Environmental Protection Agency's Consolidated Rules of Practice Governing 

the Administrative Assessment of Civil Penalties and the Revocation or Suspen­

sion of Permits, 40 CFR Part 22. The Complainant is the Director of the 

Waste Management Division, Region V, United States Environmental Protection 

Agency (U.S. EPA). The Respondent is Union Oil Company of California located 

at 135th Street and New Avenue, Lemont, Illinois. 

STIPULATIONS 

The parties to this action, desiring to settle this action, enter into the 

following stipulations: 

1. Respondent has been served with a copy of the Complaint and 

Notice of Opportunity for hearing in this matter. 

2. The Regional Administrator has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant 

to Section 3008(a)(2) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. 66928(a)(2), which provides 
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that U.S. EPA may enforce state regulations in those states authorized 

to administer a hazardous waste program. On January 30, 1986, the 

State of Illinois was granted final authorization by the Adminisrrator 

of U.S. EPA, pursuant to Section 3006(b) of RCRA, 42 IJ.S.C. §6926(b), 

to administer a hazardous waste program in lieu of the Federal program. 

3. Respondent owns and operates a facility located at 135th Street and 

New Avenue in Lemont, Illinois known as the Chicago Refinery. Respon­

dent is a California corporation whose registered agent in Illinois is 

C.T. Corporation System. 

4. Respondent neither admits nor denies the administrative factual 

allegations contained in the Complaint filed herein. 

5. Respondent explicitly waives the right to request a hearing on the 

allegations in the Complaint filed herein. 

6. Respondent consents to the issuance of the Order hereinafter recited 

and hereby consents to the payment of a civil penalty in the amount 

hereinafter stipulated. The penalty is to be paid within thirty (30) 

days of the effective date of this Consent Agreement and Final Order. 

7. This Consent Agreement and Final Order shall become effective on the 

date it is signed by the Regional Administrator. 

ORDER 

Based upon the foregoing stipulations, the parties agree to the entry of the 

following Order in this matter: 
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A, Respondent has submitted to U.S. EPA and the Illinois Environmental 

Protection Agency (lEPA) for approval, a revised plan and schedule for supple­

mental hydrogeologic investigations at the Lemont facility. Upon approval 

the plan shall be implemented in accordance with the methods stated therein. 

The report generated from the investigation shall be prepared by a qualified 

geologist or geotechnical engineer and submitted to U.S. EPA and lEPA within 

120 days of the effective date of this CAFO and shall include at a minimum: 

1. Continuous lithologic description in borehole logs for boreholes 

B-I through B-10, and in all other borehole logs, the description of 

geologic information collected at a minimum sampling interval of 

five (5) feet; 

2. Identification, and corroborating cross-sections, of the differenti­

ated 1ithologic/hydrostratigraphic units extending from the ground 

surface into the dolomite bedrock; 

3. From those 1ithologic/hydrostratigraphic units identified in A(2) 

above, state which units are aquifers, as defined at 35 111. Adm. 

Code 720.110, and which units are not aquifers; 

4. Identification of any and all lithologic/hydrostratigraphic 

units which comprise the uppermost aquifer, as defined at 35 111. 

Adm. Code 720.110. Exclusion of any aquifer units identified in A 

(3) above from inclusion within units stated to comprise the uppermost 
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aquifer must be based on a determination of the hydraulic 

interconnection among the lithologic/hydrostratigraphic units. 

5. Potentiometric maps indicating the ground-water flow directi on(s) 

within each lithologic/hydrostratigraphic unit comprising the 

uppermost aquifer. 

B. Within thirty (30) days of submittal of the report summarizing the investi­

gation's findings. Respondent shall submit a plan and schedule to U.S. EPA 

and lEPA for the establishment of a system of ground-water monitoring wells 

for the hazardous waste land treatment areas. The monitoring system shall 

satisfy the requirements of 35 II1. Adm. Code Part 725 Subpart F. The plan 

must specify the numher, location, and depth of all proposed new monitoring 

welIs and the proposed construction details and specifications for each. The 

proposed plan must state the basis for well locations and the reasoning for 

or against the installation of nested wells. Upgradient wells must be able 

to yield samples representative of background water quality not affected by 

the facility. Downgradient wells must be located at the limit of the waste 

management area and be sufficient in number, location, and depth to ensure 

immediate detection of any statistically significant amounts of hazardous 

waste or hazardous waste constituents that may migrate from the hazardous 

waste management area. 

Upon receipf of approval from U.S. EPA and lEPA of the ground-water moni­

toring plan;submitted pursuant to this paragraph. Respondent shall implement 

the system as approved and in accordance with the approved schedule. 
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C, Respondent shall implement sampling and analysis of ground water in all 

newly-Installed wells as soon as technically feasible, but not more than 

thirty (30) days after all wells have been installed, developed, and ground­

water levels have stabilized. The following procedures shall be performed: 

1. The ground water shall be analyzed for the concentration or value of 

the parameters specified in 35 II1. Adm. Code 7g5.19?(b)(1) 

through (b)(3) in accordance with the schedules specified in 725.192 

(c) and (d). 

2. Elevation of the ground-water surface at each monitoring well shall be 

determined at each sampling event, as specified at 35 111. Adm. Code 

725.192(e). 

3. Concurrently with performing paragraph C(l) above, for each indicator 

parameter specified in 35 III. Adm. Code 725.192(b)(3), calculate the 

arithmetic mean and variance, based on at least four replicate measure­

ments on each sample for each well and compare those results with each 

indicator parameter's initial background arithmetic mean which has 

been established previously by pooling all data from the initial year's 

sampling of upgradient wells where said wells are unaffected by the 

facility's regulated units. If no previously-existing monitoring 

wells at Respondent's facility are in an assessment monitoring program 

at'the time of this initial sampling of new wells and no statistically 

si^gnificiant increases are indicated in new wells. Respondent shall 

continue in the indicator evaluation program. Analytical data and 
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determinations based on them shall be submitted to lEPA to support 

Respondent's continuation of that program. 

D. However, if the initial sampling and analysis described in paragragh C 

indicates statistically significant changes in indicator parameter values of 

ground water from new downgradient wells, or if Respondent was in an assessment 

monitoring program during the initial sampling. Respondent shall develop and 

submit to lEPA a specific ground-water quality assessment program plan 

within fifteen (15) days of notification of lEPA under 35 111. Adm. Code 

725.193 (d)(1). The plan is required under 35 nj^. Co^ 725.193(d)(2) 

and must describe a program which addresses all the newly-installed wells and 

specifies the contents required by 35 HJ.* MHI* Code 725.193(d)(3). 

Respondent shall include, as part of the ground-water quality assessment 

program plan, the sampling of all newly-installed monitoring wells for the 

presence of hazardous waste or hazardous waste constituents (i.e., those 

wastes listed in Appendix G of 35 111. Adm. Code Part 721 and all constituents 

listed in Table I of 35 Mil* Code 721.124 corresponding to Respondent's 

land-treated hazardous wastes). 

Respondent shall implement the ground-water quality assessment program 

plan as approved by lEPA. 

E. Respondent shall, in all future ground-water sampling events under 35 

111. Adm. Code 725.192(d)(2), strictly comply with: 
. J 

1. Immediate resampling requirements under 35 111. Adm. Code 725.193(c)(2) 

when a statistically significant increase (or pH decrease) is detected 
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in a downgradient well; 

2. Notification of the Director of lEPA within seven (7) days of the 

date of confirmation of a significant increase (or pH decrease) 

indicating that the facility may be affecting ground-water quality, 

as stated at 35 JH. Code 725.193(d)(1); 

3. Submittal of a ground-water quality assessment program plan to the 

Director of lEPA within fifteen (15) days after notification to lEPA 

of a significant increase (or pH decrease), as required by 35 111. 

Adm. Code 725.193(d)(2); and 

4. Submittal, as part of future annual reports, of an evaluation of 

ground-water surface elevations and a description of the response 

to that evaluation where applicable. This requirement is stated at 

35 rn* ME- 725.194(a)(2)(C) and 35 Co^ 725.193(f). 

F. Should U.S. EPA disapprove any plan or monitoring program submitted under 

this Order, Respondent shall have the opportunity to request a conference 

before such disapproval becomes final. The conference shall be requested 

within ten (10) days of the date of the disapproval and held as soon thereafter 

as can be arranged by the parties. At or before such conference. Respondent 

can present any additional documents supporting any disagreement with the 

disapproval. Following such conference U.S. EPA will either affirm, modify, 

or rescind its original disapproval in writing. 

G. Should Respondent be unable to comply with the agreed upon schedule for 

completion of the hydrogeologic investigation or future implementation 
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schedules approved during the execution of this Order for the installation of 

additional wells, sampling and analysis, etc., due to circumstances beyond 

its reasonable control, such failure to comply with the scheduled dates 

shall not be considered a violation of the Order. Respondent, however, in 

order to assert this defense for failure to meet the scheduled dates shall 

within ten (10) days after the scheduled dates so notify U.S. EPA in writing. 

The notice shall explain the circumstances, reasons and duration of the delay, 

and any steps taken to minimize the delay. Should U.S. EPA determine that 

the delay is not justified, it shall notify Respondent, which will have the 

right to request a conference under paragraph F, within ten (10) days after 

its receipt of such notice. 

H. Respondent shall pay a civil penalty in the amount of SEVEN THOUSAND SIX 

HUNDRED DOLLARS ($7,600) within thirty (30) days of the effective date of 

this Order. The civil penalty is payable to the Treasurer of the United 

States of America and shall be mailed to U.S. EPA, Region V, P.O. Box 70753, 

Chicago, Illinois 60673. A copy of the transmittal of payment shall be mailed 

to the Regional Hearing Clerk, Planning and Management Division, U.S. EPA, 230 

South Dearborn Street, Chicago, Illinois 60604 and to the Office of Regional 

Counsel, SWER Branch Secretary (5CS-16), 230 South Dearborn Street, Chicago, 

Illinois 60604. 

I. Respondent shall notify U.S. EPA and lEPA in writing as compliance is 

achieved with the individual paragraphs of this Order. This notification 

shall be submitted to U.S. EPA, Region V, Waste Management Division, 230 

South Dearborn Street, Chicago, Illinois 60604, Attention: Jonathan Cooper, 

RCRA Enforcement Section, 5HE-12. 
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A copy of these documents and all correspondence with U.S. EPA regarding this 

Order shall also be submitted to: Gary King, Senior Attorney, Illinois 

Environmental Protection Agency, Division of Land Pollution Control, 2200 

Churchill Road, Springfield, Illinois 62706. 

J. Failure to comply with any requirement of this Order may subject Respondent 

to liability for a penalty of up to TWENTY-FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS ($25,000) 

for each day of continued noncompliance with the terms of this Order. U.S. EPA 

is authorized to assess such penalties pursuant to RCRA Section 3008(c). 

K. Interest shall accrue on any amount overdue under the terms of this 

Order at the rate established by the Secretary of the Treasury pursuant to 31 

U.S.C. §3717. A late payment charge of $20.00 will be imposed after thirty 

(30) days, with an additional charge of $10.00 for each subsequent 30-day 

period over which an unpaid balance remains. In addition, a six percent per 

annum penalty will be applied on any principal amount not paid within ninety 

(90) days of the date that this Order is signed by the Regional Administrator. 

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Order, an enforcement 

action may be brought pursuant to Section 7003 of RCRA or other statutory 

provisions should U.S. EPA find that the handling, storage, treatment, 

transportation or disposal of solid waste or hazardous waste at the 

facility may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to human 

health and environment. 



-10-

SIGNATOPIES 

Each undersigned representative of a signatory to this Consent Agreement and 

Final Order certifies that he or she is fully authorized to enter into the 

terms and conditions of this Consent Order and to legally bind such signatory 

to this document. 

Agreed this_ _ day of 1987. 

U^orToiTcom^n^of^tTTifornia 
Respondent 

day of , 1987, Agreed this 

/Basil G^^or(«;tefitere 
Waste Management Division ^ 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region V, Complainant 

The above being agreed and consented to, it is so ordered 

this day of , 1987. 

By 
Valdas V. Adamkusy 
Regional' Administrator 
U.S. Enyironmen-Jral Protection Agency 
Region V 
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CAFO for Fxecution for Union Oil Company 
of California, Chicago Refinery 
Docket No. V-W-87-R-ni5 

Robert B. Schaefer 
Regional Counsel 

and Basil G, ConstantelOS, Director 
Waste Management Division 

Valdas V. Adamkus 
Regional Administrator 

Attached for your review and signature Is a Consent Agreement and Finat 
Order (CAFO) the terms of which require Union Oil Company of California 
(Unocal) to conduct, further hydrogeologic investigations at its Chicago 2' 
Refinery located in Lemont, Illinois. The CAFO also requires Unocal to 
submit a report on the findings of the hydrogeologic investigations arwi, 
based on that report, submit a plan and schedule for establishing an 
adequate system of ground-water monitoring wells for its land treatment areas. 
Sampling and analysis procedures end schedules to be followed, after imple­
mentation of an adequate system of ground-water monitoring wells, is specified 
in the CAFO. 

Unocal is assessed a civil penalty of $7,600. The original penalty was 
$9,500. We recommend that you sign the order on behalf of Region V. When 
execution of signatures is complete, please return the signed CAFO to 
William H. Miner, Chief of the Hazardous Waste Enforcement Branch, for 
proper distribution of signed copies. / 

Attachm<»nt 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

230 SOUTH DEARBORN ST. 

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60604 

SEP 2 1 1987 
@Eg6 

Ms. Margaret Eriksen 
Route 4 
Box 140A 
Lockport, Illinois 60441 

WH 
SEP 2) 1982 

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF; 

.... 5HE-12 

1J 

SOLiU WnOlL onn.Yori 
U.S. EPA, REGION V 

Re: Unoi! 
ILD 041 550 567 

Dear Ms. Eriksen: 

My staff has reviewed a copy of your letter of August 21, 1987, addressed to 
Mr. Clifford Gould of the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (lEPA) in 
Maywood, Illinois. You described "severe odor problems in the area" which 
occurred about one month prior to the date of your letter. Mr. Bill Papadkis 
of lEPA investigated this matter, following a phone call from you, and reported 
that the land treatment area was dry and that the odor was originating from 
a retention pond for wastewaters from Unocal's operating processes. 

The Illinois Unit of the Solid Waste Branch of the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) is currently conducting a Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) Facility Assessment (an RFA) at Unocal. The RFA 
attempts to identify potential releases of hazardous waste to the environment 
by any medium (e.g., surface water, ground water, soils). If a need for any 
sampling is indicated, a sampling investigation will be undertaken by U.S. EPA. 
If potential releases to the environment were then evident, Unocal would 
be required to conduct a RCRA Facility Investigation. If that investigation 
indicates releases of hazardous waste to the environment, corrective 
action would then be required of Unocal. However, currently applicable 
standards do not directly address odor control or require any mechanism by 
which to reduce it. 

If you have any further questions regarding this matter, please contact 
Jonathan Cooper of my staff at (312) 886-4464. 

Sincerely yours. 

William E. Muno, Chief 
RCRA Enforcement Secti 

iefW-
:tion 

..efi 

cc: D. Bruckert, Unocal 
C. Gould, Maywood IEPA 

'if "W.", 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

230 SOUTH DEARBORN ST. 
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60604 

REPLY TO THE ATIENnON OF: 

5HE-12 
SEP A 1987 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr. Walter W. Criiti 
Unocal Corporation 
1201 West 5th Street 
P.O. Box 7600 
Los Angeles, California 90051 

Re: Consent Agreement and Final 
Order 
Union Oil Company of California 
Docket No. V-W-87-R-015 

Dear Mr. Crim: 

I have enclosed herewith the third draft Consent Agreement and Final 
Order (CAFO). Please review the CAFO and if acceptable have the two origi­
nals signed by the appropriate party or parties within two weeks of your 
receipt of this letter and return them to me. The United States Environmen­
tal Protection Agency will then sign both documents and return one to you. 

We are hoping that this third and final draft CAFO will resolve our 
differences. While this may not be a perfect document from your point of 
view, I believe it represents our best effort. Therefore, I urge you to 
sign it and avoid litigation. If you do not intend to sign it, please call 
me immediately so that we may apprise the judge of our deadlock in negotia­
tions. 

Sincerely, 

Mary E. Ha^ 
Assistant Regional Counsel 

Enclosures 

cc: w/enclosures 
D. W. Bruckert, Supervisor 
UNOCAL Corporation 
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CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETUROgtEIP'T REQUESTED 

Mr. Walter W, trim 
Unocal CorporatioB 
1201 West 5th Street 
P.O. Box 7600 
Los Angeles, California 90051 

it: 

Re: Consent Agreement and Final 
Order 
Union Oil Company of California 
Docket No. V-W-87-R-015 

Dear Mr, Crim: 

I have enclosed herewith the third draft Consent Agreement and Final 
Order (CAFO). Please review the CAFO and if acceptable have the two origi­
nals signed by the appropriate party or parties within two weeks of yo«r 
receipt of this letter and return them to me. The United States Enviromniwi-
tal Protection Agency will then sign both documents and return one to you. 

We are hoping that this third and final draft CAFO will resolve our 
differences. While this may not be a perfect document from your point of 
view, I believe it represents our best effort. Therefore, I urge you to 
sign it and avoid litigation. If you do not intend to sign it, please call 
rae immediately so that we may apprise the judge of our deadlock in negotia­
tions. 

Sincerely, 

Mary E. Hay 
Assistant Regional Counsel 

Enclosures 

cc: w/enclosures 
D. W. Bruckert, Supervisor 
UNOCAL Corporation \ 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION V 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

UNION OIL COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA 
CHICAGO REFINERY 
135TH STREET AND NEW AVENUE 
LEMONT. ILLINOIS 60439 

ILD 041 550 567 

DOCKET NO. V-W-87-R-015 

CONSENT AGREEMENT AND 
FINAL ORDER 

PREAMBLE 

On December 17, 1986, a Complaint and Compliance Order was filed in this 

matter pursuant to Section 3008(a)(1) of the Resource Conservation and Recovery 

Act of 1976 (RCRA), as amended, 42 U.S.C. 66928(a)(1), and the United States 

Environmental Protection Agency's Consolidated Rules of Practice Governing 

the Administrative Assessment of Civil Penalties and the Revocation or Suspen­

sion of Permits, 40 CFR Part 22. The Complainant is the Director of the 

Waste Management Division, Region V, United States Environmental Protection 

Agency (U.S. EPA). The Respondent is Union Oil Company of California located 

at 135th Street and New Avenue, Lemont, Illinois. 

STIPULATIONS 

The parties to this action, desiring to settle this action, enter into the 

following stipulations: 

1. Respondent has been served with a copy of the Complaint and 

Notice of Opportunity for hearing in this matter. 

2. The Regional Administrator has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant 

to Section 3008(a)(2) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. 6692R(a)(2), which provides 
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that U.S. EPA may enforce state regulations in those states authorized 

to administer a hazardous wa^te program. On January 30, 1986, the 

State of Illinois was granted final authorization by the Administrator 

of U.S. EPA, pursuant to Section 3006(b) of RCRA, 42 IJ.S.C. §6926(b). 

to administer a hazardous waste program in lieu of the Federal program. 

3. Respondent owns and operates a facility located at 135th Street and 

New Avenue in Lemont, Illinois known as the Chicago Refinery. Respon­

dent is a California corporation whose registered agent in Illinois is 

C.T. Corporation System. 

4. Respondent neither admits nor denies the administrative factual 

allegations contained in the Complaint filed herein. 

5. Respondent explicitly waives the right to request a hearing on the 

allegations in the Complaint filed herein. 

6. Respondent consents to the issuance of the Order hereinafter recited 

and hereby consents to the payment of a civil penalty in the amount 

hereinafter stipulated. The penalty is to be paid within thirty (30) 

days of the effective date of this Consent Agreement and Final Order. 

7. This Consent Agreement and Final Order shall become effective on the 

date it is signed by the Regional Administrator. 

ORDER 

Based upon the foregoing stipulations, the parties agree to the entry of the 

following Order in this matter: 



-3-

A. Respondent has submitted to U.S. EPA and the Illinois Environmental 

Protection Agency (lEPA) for approval, a revised plan and schedule for supple­

mental hydrogeologic investigations at the Lemont facility. Upon approval 

the plan shall be implemented in accordance with the methods stated therein. 

The report generated from the investigation shall be prepared by a qualified 

geologist or geotechnical engineer and submitted to U.S. EPA and lEPA within 

120 days of the effective date of this CAFO and shall include at a minimum: 

1. Continuous lithologic description in borehole logs for boreholes 

B-1 through B-10, and in all other borehole logs, the description of 

geologic information collected at a minimum sampling interval of 

five (5) feet; 

2. Identification, and corroborating cross-sections, of the differenti­

ated 1ithologic/hydrostratigraphic units extending from the ground 

surface into the dolomite bedrock; 

3. From those 1ithologic/hydrostratigraphic units identified in A(2) 

above, state which units are aquifers, as defined at 35 II1. Adm. 

Code 720.110, and which units are not aquifers; 

4. Identification of any and all lithologic/hydrostratigraphic 

units which comprise the uppermost aquifer, as defined at 35 111. 

Adm. Code 720.110. Exclusion of any aquifer units identified in A 

(3) above from inclusion within units stated to comprise the uppermost 
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aquifer must be based on a determination of the hydraulic 

interconnection among the lithologic/hydrostratigraphic units. 

5. Potentiometric maps indicating the ground-water flow direction{s) 

within each lithologic/hydrostratigraphic unit comprising the 

uppermost aquifer. 

B. Within thirty (30) days of submittal of the report summarizing the investi­

gation's findings. Respondent shall submit a plan and schedule to U.S. EPA 

and lEPA for the establishment of a system of ground-water monitoring wells 

for the hazardous waste land treatment areas. The monitoring system shall 

satisfy the requirements of 35 111. Adm. Code Part 725 Subpart F. The plan 

must specify the number, location, and depth of all proposed new monitoring 

we!Is and the proposed construction details and specifications for each. The 

proposed plan must state the basis for well locations and the reasoning for 

or against the installation of nested wells. Upgradient wells must be able 

to yield samples representative of background water quality not affected by 

the facility. Downgradient wells must be located at the limit of the waste 

management area and be sufficient in number, location, and depth to ensure 

immediate detection of any statistically significant amounts of hazardous 

waste or hazardous waste constituents that may migrate from the hazardous 

waste management area. 

Upon receipt of approval from U.S. EPA and lEPA of the ground-water moni­

toring plan submitted pursuant to this paragraph. Respondent shall implement 

the system as approved and in accordance with the approved schedule. 
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C. Respondpnt shall implement sampling and analysis of ground water in all 

newly-installed wells as soon as technically feasible, but not more than 

thirty (30) days after all wells have been installed, developed, and ground­

water levels have stabilized. The following procedures shall be performed: 

1. The ground water shall be analyzed for the concentration or value of 

the parameters specified in 35 II1. Adm. Code 725.192(b)(1) 

through (b)(3) in accordance with the schedules specified in 725.192 

(c) and (d). 

2. Elevation of the ground-water surface at each monitoring well shall be 

determined at each sampling event, as specified at 35 111. Adm. Code 

725.192(e). 

3. Concurrently with performing paragraph C(l) above, for each indicator 

parameter specified in 35 IJM_. Adm. Code 725.192(b)(3), calculate the 

arithmetic mean and variance, based on at least four replicate measure­

ments on each sample for each well and compare those results with each 

indicator parameter's initial background arithmetic mean which has 

been established previously by pooling all data from the initial year's 

sampling of upgradient wells where said wells are unaffected by the 

facility's regulated units. If no previously-existing monitoring 

wells at Respondent's facility are in an assessment monitoring program 

at'the time of this initial sampling of new welIs and no statistically 

significiant increases are indicated in new wells. Respondent shall 

continue in the indicator evaluation program. Analytical data and 



-6-

determinations based on them shall be submitted to lEPA to support 

Respondent's continuation of that program. 

D. However, if the initial sampling and analysis described in paragragh C 

indicates statistically significant changes in indicator parameter values of 

ground water from new downgradieht wells, or if Respondent was in an assessment 

monitoring program during the initial sampling. Respondent shall develop and 

submit to lEPA a specific ground-water quality assessment program plan 

within fifteen (15) days of notification of lEPA under 35 111. Adm. Code 

725.193 (d)(1). The plan is required under 35 n_I_. Code 725.193(d)(2) 

and must describe a program which addresses all the newly-installed wells and 

specifies the contents required by 35 111. Adm. Code 725.193(d)(3). 

Respondent shall include, as part of the ground-water quality assessment 

program plan, the sampling of all newly-installed monitoring wells for the 

presence of hazardous waste or hazardous waste constituents (i.e., those 

wastes listed in Appendix G of 35 111. Adm. Code Part 721 and all constituents 

listed in Table I of 35 111. Adm. Code 721.124 corresponding to Respondent's 

land-treated hazardous wastes). 

Respondent shall implement the ground-water quality assessment program 

plan as approved by lEPA. 

E. Respondent shall, in all future ground-water sampling events under 35 

111. Adm. Code 725.192(d)(2), strictly comply with: 

1. Immediate resampling requirements under 35 111. Adm. Code 725.193(c)(2) 

when a statistically significant increase (or pH decrease) is detected 
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in a dowhgradient well; 

2. Notification of the Director of lEPA within seven (7) days of the 

date of confirmation of a significant increase (or pH decrease) 

indicating that the facility may be affecting ground-water quality, 

as stated at 35 111. Adm. Code 725.193(d)(1); 

3. Submittal of a ground-water quality assessment program plan to the 

Director of lEPA within fifteen (15) days after notification to lEPA 

of a significant increase (or pH decrease), as required by 35 II1. 

Adm. Code 725.193(d)(2); and 

4. Submittal, as part of future annual reports, of an evaluation of 

ground-water surface elevations and a description of the response 

to that evaluation where applicable. This requirement is stated at 

35 _m. Code 725.194(a)(2)(C) and 35 _m. Code 725.193(f). 

F. Should U.S. EPA disapprove any plan or monitoring program submitted under 

this Order, Respondent shall have the opportunity to request a conference 

before such disapproval becomes final. The conference shall be requested 

within ten (10) days of the date of the disapproval and held as soon thereafter 

as can be arranged by the parties. At or before such conference. Respondent 

can present any additional documents supporting any disagreement with the 

disapproval. Following such conference U.S. EPA will either affirm, modify, 

or rescind its original disapproval in writing. 

G. Should Respondent be unable to comply with the agreed upon schedule for 

completion of the hydrogeologic investigation or future implementation 
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schedules approved during the execution of this Order for the installation of 

additional wells, sampling and analysis, etc., due to circumstances beyond 

its reasonable control, such failure to comply with the scheduled dates 

shall not be considered a violation of the Order. Respondent, however, in 

order to assert this defense for failure to meet the scheduled dates shall 

within ten (10) days after the scheduled dates so notify U.S. EPA in writing. 

The notice shall explain the circumstances, reasons and duration of the delay, 

and any steps taken to minimize the delay. Should U.S. EPA determine that 

the delay is not justified, it shall notify Respondent, which will have the 

right to request a conference under paragraph F, within ten (10) days after 

its receipt of such notice. 

H. Respondent shall pay a civil penalty in the amount of SEVEN THOUSAND SIX 

HUNDRED DOLLARS ($7,600) within thirty (30) days of the effective date of 

this Order. The civil penalty is payable to the Treasurer of the United 

States of America and shall be mailed to U.S. EPA, Region V, P.O. Box 70753, 

Chicago, Illinois 60673. A copy of the transmittal of payment shall be mailed 

to the Regional Hearing Clerk, Planning and Management Division, U.S. EPA, 230 

South Dearborn Street, Chicago, Illinois 60604 and to the Office of Regional 

Counsel, SWER Branch Secretary (5CS-16), 230 South Dearborn Street, Chicago, 

Illinois 60604. 

I. Respondent shall notify U.S. EPA and lEPA in writing as compliance is 

achieved with the individual paragraphs of this Order. This notification 

shall be submitted to U.S. EPA, Region V, Waste Management Division, 230 

South Dearborn Street, Chicago, Illinois 60604, Attention: Jonathan Cooper, 

RCRA Enforcement Section, 5HE-12. 
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A copy of these documents and all correspondence with U.S. EPA regarding this 

Order shall also be submitted to: Gary King, Senior Attorney, Illinois 

Environmental Protection Agency, Division of Land Pollution Control, 2200 

Churchill Road, Springfield, Illinois 62706. 

J. Failure to comply with any requirement of this Order may subject Respondent 

to liability for a penalty of up to TWENTY-FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS ($25,000) 

for each day of continued noncompliance with the terms of this Order. U.S. EPA 

is authorized to assess such penalties pursuant to RCRA Section 3008(c). 

K. Interest shall accrue on any amount overdue under the terms of this 

Order at the rate established by the Secretary of the Treasury pursuant to 31 

U.S.C. §3717. A late payment charge of $20.00 will be imposed after thirty 

(30) days, with an additional charge of $10.00 for each subsequent 30-day 

period over which an unpaid balance remains. In addition, a six percent per 

annum penalty will be applied on any principal amount not paid within ninety 

(90) days of the date that this Order is signed by the Regional Administrator. 

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Order, an enforcement 

action may be brought pursuant to Section 7003 of RCRA or other statutory 

provisions should U.S. EPA find that the handling, storage, treatment, 

transportation or disposal of solid waste or hazardous waste at the 

facility may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to human 

health and environment. 
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SIGNATORIES 

Each undersigned representative of a signatory to this Consent Agreement and 

Final Order certifies that he or she is fully authorized to enter into the 

terms and conditions of this Consent Order and to legally bind such signatory 

to this document. 

Agreed this day of , 1987. 

By 
Union Oil Company of California 
Respondent 

Agreed this day of , 1987. 

By 
Basil G. ConstantelOS, Director 
Waste Management Division 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region V, Complainant 

The above being agreed and consented to, it is so ordered 

this day of , 1987. 

By 
Valdas V. Adamkus 
Regional Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region V 
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postmaster for fees and check box(es) for additional servlce(s) requested. 

1. CI Show to whom delivered, date, and addressee's address. 2. D Restricted Delivery. 

3. Article Addressed to: 

1 
Mr. Walter W. Crim 
Unocal Corporation 
1201 West 5th Street 
P.O. Box 7600 

4. Article Number 
A 

p i^n 

3. Article Addressed to: 

1 
Mr. Walter W. Crim 
Unocal Corporation 
1201 West 5th Street 
P.O. Box 7600 

Type of Service: 

• Registered • Insured 
E Certified • COD 
• Express Mail 

Los Angeles, California 90051 
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Mr. Walter W. Criw 
Unocal Corporation 
1201 West 5th Street 
P.O. Box 7600 
Los Angeles, California 900S1 
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Re: Consent Agreement and Final 
Order 
Union Oil Company of California 
Docket No. V-W-87-R-ni5 

Dear Mr, Crim: 

I have enclosed herewith the second draft Consent Agreement and Final 

Order (CAFO). Please review the CAFO and if acceptable have the two origi­

nals signed by the appropriate party or parties within two weeks of yoor 

receipt of this letter and return them to me. The United States Environmen­

tal Protection Agency will then sign both documents and return one to you. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Hay 
Assistant 

Enclosures 

cc: w/enclosures 
D. M. Bruckert, Supervisor 
UNOCAL Corporation 

bcc: w/enclosures 
J. Cooper, RES 
Mary Hay, ORC 
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CERTTFIEH MAIL 
RETUKPi RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr, Wailter W, Crin 
Unocal Corporation 
1201 West 5th Street 
P.O. Box 7500 
Los Angeles, California 90051 

Re: Consent Agreeinent and Final 
Order 
Union Oil Corapany of California 
Docket No. V-W-87-R-015 

Dear Mr, Crifn: 

I have enclosed herewith a draft Consent Agreement and Final Order (CAFO), 

Please review the CAFO and if acceptable have the two originals signed by 

the appropriate party or parties within two weeks of your receipt of this 

letter and return then to me. The United States Environmental Protection 

A^ncy will then sign both <tocujnents and return one to you. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Hay 
Assistant Regional Counsel 

Enclosures 

cc: Mr, D.W. Bruckert, Supervisor 
Environmental Services 
UNOCAL Corporation 
Chicago Refinery 
Leoiont, Illinois 60439 

bcc: J. Cooper, RES 
Mary Hay, ORC 
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\ UNITED I^TES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTE( J^TES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEq||toN AGENCY 
REGION 5 

230 SOUTH DEARBORN ST. 
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60604 

REPLY TO THE ATTEWTION OF: 

fj) $ Ml", 5CS-16 

The Honorable Marvin E. Jones 
Office of Administrative Law Judge 
U.S. EPA 
726 Minnesota Avenue 
Kansas City, Kansas 66101 

Re; Union Oil Company of California 
RCRA-V-W-87-R-015 

Dear Judge Jones: 

As you requested, this letter is to confirm our telephone 
conference call on Friday, June 5, 1987. 

Based upon the close and continuing contacts and negotiations 
between U.S. EPA and Respondent, both parties sought to provide 
you with a status report and to request an extension of the 
schedule you set forth in your Order of April 15, 1987. The 
parties explained a Consent Agreement and final Order was currently 
being drafted in anticipation of a completed groundwater program 
plan. Once this plan is accepted, a schedule of perfomance will 
be established. 

As a result of our conversation it was agreed that; 

- the date set for filing the prehearing exchange 
would be extended to August 15, 1987; 

with status r^^ports due on June 20th and 
July 20th, 1987. 

Your understanding and guidance in this matter is 
appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 

Mary E. Hay 
Assistant Regional Counsel 

cc: Walter M. Crim, Esq. 
Severely Shorty, Regional Hearing Clerk 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that the original of the foregoing 

correspondence was delivered to the Regional Hearing Clerk 

and copies to Marvin E. Jones, Administrative Law Judge and 

Walter M. Crim, Counsel for Respondent. 

Mary E. Hay 
Assistant Regional Counsel 

Marvin E. Jones 
Office of Administrative Law Judge 
U.S. EPA 
726 Minnesota Avenue 
Kansas City, Kansas 66101 

Walter M. Crim, Esq. 
UNOCAL Corporation 
1201/ West 5th Street 
Post Office Box 7600 
Los Angeles, California 90051 

Severely Shorty 
Regional Hearing Clerk 
U.S. EPA 
^30 South Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 
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(217) 782-5544 

May 5, 1987 MAY 0 719B7 
U.S. EPA, REGION V 

WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION 
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR Mr. Basil G. Constantelos, Director 

Waste Management Division a ^ 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency g 
Region V 
230 South Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

Re: Referral Update 
1978030004 - Will County 
Lemont/Union Oil 
ILD 041550567 
Enforcement File 

Dear Mr. Constantelos: 

Enclosed you will find a referral update for the Union 
Oil facility located in Lemont, Illinois. The material 
enclosed updates the facility's status with regard to the 
Subpart F (Groundwater Monitoring) regulations. 

The Union Oil facility was originally referred to USEPA 
for enforcement action on August 4, 1986. 

On December 17, 1986, USEPA issued a Complaint and 
Compliance Order to the Union Oil facility. 

This referral update sets forth the latest violations 
cited against the Union Oil facility. 

A Compliance Inquiry Letter was sent to Union Oil on 
March 27, 1987. The violations are specifically set forth 
in the March 27, 1987 GIL. 

Union Oil responded to the GIL in a letter dated April 
8i 1987. A copy of that letter is enclosed. 

Any questions regarding Union Oil's Subpart F status 
can be directed to Cindy Davis at 217/782-6760. 



If you need further information or have any questions, 
please contact Paul Jagiello at 217/782-5544. 

Very truly yours, 

Gary P. King 
Senior Attorney 
Enforcement Programs 

GPK;rlc 
Enclosures 

cc: Bill Muno, USEPA (w/out att.) 
Jonathan Cooper, USEPA (w/out att.) 
Northern Region (Cliff Gould) (w/out att.) 
Cindy Davis (w/out att.) 
Harry Chappel (w/out att.) 
Michelle Tebrugge (w/out att.) 
DLPC Division File (w/out att.) 
Docket Control (Linda Cooper) (w/out att.) 
Paul Jagiello (w/out att.) 



List of Attachments 

1. CIL dated March 27, 1987 (4 pgs.) 

2. Letter dated April 8, 1987 from D. Bruckert to 
Harry Chappel (3 pgs.) 

3. Letter dated April 24, 1987 from Harry Chappel 
to D. Bruckert (1 pg.) 
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217/782-6761 

Refer to: 1978030004 -- Will County 
Lemont/Union Oil Company 
ILD041550567 
Compliance File 

COMPLIANCE INQUIRY LETTER 

Certified # 

March 27, 1987 

D. W. Bruckert, Supervisor 
Environmental Services 
Unocal Corporation 
Chicago Refinery 
Lemont, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Bruckert: 

The purpose of this letter is to address the status of the above-referenced 
facility in relation to the requirements of 35 111. Adm. Code, Subpart F and 
to inquire as to your position with respect to the apparent violations 
identified in Attachment A and your plans to correct these apparent 
viol ations. 

The Agency's findings of apparent non-compliance in Attachment A are based on 
a March 23, 1987 review of documents submitted to the Agency to demonstrate 
compliance with the requirements of Section 725.175 annual report due March 1, 
1987. 

Please submit in writing, within fifteen (15) calendar days of the date of 
this letter, the reasons for the identified violations, a description of the 
steps which have been taken to correct the violations and a schedule, 
including dates, by which each violation will be resolved. The written 
response, and two copies of all documents submitted in reply to this letter, 
should be sent to the following: 

Harry A. Chappel, P.E., Acting Manager 
Facilities Compliance Unit 
Compliance Monitoring Section 
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Division of Land Pollution Control 
2200 Churchill Road 
Post Office Box 19276 
Springfield, Illinois 62794-9276 
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The statistics performed in June and December of 1986 should not have included 
the October 1982 background data. Union Oil has requested and I EPA has 
granted on two separate occasions to exclude the October 1982 analysis from 
the background data. 

Further, take notice that because some or all of the apparent violations cited 
constitute high priority violations (HPVs), in accordance with the USEPA 
Enforcement Response Policy this matter is being referred to USEPA Region 5 or 
the Illinois Attorney General's Office to seek assessment of a penalty 
pursuant to either the Illinois Environmental Protection Act, 111. Rev. Stat., 
Ch. Ill 1/2, Sec. 1001 et seq. or the federal Resource ConservFETon and 
Recovery Act (RCRA), 42 U.S.C. Sec. 6901 et seq. 

If you have any questions regarding the above, please contact Cindy S. Davis 
at 217/782-6761. 

HJrrry A. Chappel, P.E., Acting Manager 
Facilities Compliance Unit 
Compliance Monitoring Section 
Division of Land Pollution Control 

HAC:MT:jd/1989g/90-91 

cc: Division File 
Northern Region 
Paul Jagiello 
Jeannine Balsamo 
USEPA Region V, - Jonathan Cooper 
Cindy Davis i/ 
Michelle Tebrugge 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

Attachment A 

Pursuant to 35 111. Adm. Code 725.193(c), 

A. If the comparisons for the upgradient wells made under paragraph (b) 
show a significant increase (or pH decrease) the owner or operator 
must submit this information in accordance with Section 
725.194(a)(2)(B). 

8. If the comparisons for downgradient wells made under paragraph (b) 
show a significant increase (or pH decrease) the owner or operator 
must then immediately obtain additional groundwater samples for those 
downgradient wells where a significant difference was detected, split 
the samples in two and obtain analyses of all additional samples to 
determine whether the significant difference was a result of 
laboratory error. 

You are in apparent violation of 35 111. Adm. Code 725.193(c) for the 
following reason(s): Failure to do an immediate resample for those 
downgradient wells where a significant difference was detected. 

Pursuant to 35 111. Adm. Code 725.193(d)(1), if the analyses performed 
under paragraph (c)(2) confirm the significant increase (or pH decrease) 
the owner or operator must provide written notice to the Director — 
within seven days of the date of such confirmation — that the facility 
may be affecting groundwater quality. 

You are in apparent violation of 35 111. Adm. Code 725.193(d)(1) for the 
following reason(s): Failure to provide written notice to the Director 
within 7 days that the facility may be affecting groundwater. 

Pursuant to 35 111. Adm. Code 725.193(d)(2), within 15 days after the 
notification under paragraph (d)(1), the owner or operator must develop 
and submit to the Director a specific plan, based on the outline required 
under paragraph (a) and certified by a qualified geologist or geotechnical 
engineer for a groundwater quality assessment program at the facility. 

You are in apparent violation of 35 111. Adm. Code 725.193(d)(2) for the 
following reason(s): Failure to submit a groundwater assessment plan 
within 15 days after notification to the Director. 

Pursuant to 35 111. Adm. Code 725.194(a)(2), unless the groundwater is 
monitored to satisfy the requirements of Section 725.193(d)(4), the owner 
or operator must report the following groundwater monitoring information 
to tne Director: 

A. During the first year when initial background concentrations are 
being established for the facility: concentrations or values of the 
parameters listed in Section 725.192(b)(1) for each groundwater 
monitoring well within 15 days after completing each quarterly 
analysis. The owner or operator must separately identify for each 
monitoring well any parameters whose concentration or value has been 
found to exceed the maximum contaminant levels listed in Appendix III. 
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B. Annually: concentrations or values of the parameters listed in 
Section 725.192(b)(3) for each groundwater monitoring well, along 
with the required evaluations for these parameters under Section 
725.193(b). The owner or operator must separately identify any 
significant differences from initial background found in the 
upgradient wells, in accordance with Section 725.193(c)(1). During 
the active life of the facility, this information must be submitted 
as part of the annual report required under Section 725.175. 

C. As part of the annual report required under Section 725.175: results 
of the evaluation of groundwater surface elevations under Section 
725.193(f) and a description of the response to the evaluation, where 
applicable. 

You are in apparent violation of 35 111. Adm. Code 725.194(a)(2) for the 
following reason(s): Failure to do the evaluation under 725.193(f) to 
determine whether the requirements under 725.191(a) for locating the 
monitoring wells continues to be satisfied. 

HAC:MT:jd/1989g/92-93 
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Unocal Refining & Ma^^n^ Division // 
Unocal Corporation 80-87 
Chicago Refinery 
Lemont, iiiinois 60439 
Telephone (312) 257-7761 siepnone «ior-r roi ^ • o-7 nil 

RESPONSE TO C'L 

UNOCAL® 

C«inp|iancc Fi"/o 

John K. Bassett 
Manager, Chicago Refinery 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
#P 330 175 917 

April 8, 1987 

Dear Sir: 

Mr. Harry A. Chappel 
Illinois Environmental Protection 

Agency 
Division of Land Pollution 

Control 
Facilities Compliance Unit 
Compliance Monitoring Section 
2200 Churchill Road 
Post Office Box 19276 
Springfield, IL 62794-9276 

Compliance Inquiry 
Letter Response 

Regarding your compliance inquiry letter dated March 27, 1987, 
received on April 2, 1987, we are responding to the comments in 
the letter and to each alleged violation as shown in Attachment 
A. Preparation of this response has been difficult because of 
the absence of substantive information in the citation section. 
We feel that more information should be provided which specifies 
exactly with which part of the regulation lEPA believes we are 
not in compliance. 

In response to the first paragraph on page 2 of lEPA's cover 
letter, in the future, Unocal will substitute the November 15, 
1983 data for the October 20, 1982 data. We regret this 
oversight. The statistical results for the 1986 data will be 
rerun. Data will be submitted to lEPA as it becomes available. 

In response to Attachment A, point 1 - pursuant to 35 111. Adm. 
Code 725,193(c), failure to do an immediate resample for those 
downgradient wells where a significant difference was detected, 
we provide the following. The first round of wells were sampled 
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in June, 1986. We began to receive test results sporadically 
in late July to mid August. It was noticed that some of the TOX 
sample results were abnormally high and showed extremely poor 
reproducibility. Because the TOX results were abnormally high 
and showed extremely poor reproducibility, we requested our 
analytical testing contractor (ETC) to perform a quality control 
check on the retained samples for a possible explanation. In 
September, ETC notified Unocal that resampling should be perform­
ed for the wells showing abnormal TOX results because the retain­
ed samples were too old to run a proper quality control check. 
The wells were resampled in early October. The test results were 
received by us in early November, 1986. We requested a statisti­
cal analysis by ETC at this time; however, unknown to Unocal, the 
order was not processed by ETC through their data services 
section. After failing to receive the original statistical 
analysis in early December, 1986, we reordered the statistical 
analysis from ETC in late December, 1986. In early January, 
1987, we received the statistical analysis from ETC. However, 
this analysis did not contain combined upgradiant wells against 
the downgradient well as required. Each individual well was run 
against the others. Upon receiving the incorrect analysis, we 
requested a combined analysis. In early February, 1987, we 
received the correct statistical analysis package. 

While the above was happening, it became necessary to begin the 
second round of semi-annual samples. This was scheduled with 
Gulf Coast Labs for the first week of December, 1986. Some of 
the samples were discovered to be inadvertently frozen when 
received by ETC. Thus necessitating another round of sampling 
during the fourth week of December, 1986 to complete the sched­
ule. Analytical data was reviewed in January, 1987, and the 
statistical analysis was then ordered. This statistical data 
arrived during the month of February, 1987. For those wells 
which showed significant deviation from background, we scheduled 
Gulf Coast Labs to resample those wells during the fourth week of 
March, 1987 which was the first open week for the contractor. We 
believe we have complied with Section 725.193(c) dealing with 
timely resampling. Considering contractor availability, we have 
scheduled resampling as soon as possible as stated above. 

Regarding Attachment A, point 2 - pursuant to 35 111. Adm. Code 
725.193(d)(1), if the analysis confirms significant increase (or 
pH decrease), lEPA indicates we must provide written notification 
to the Director within 7 days that our facility may be affecting 
groundwater quality. The retesting of the wells for the first 
set and the second test results were available for review about 
the same time. The first set of statistical results showed 
positives for the student t-test for some parameters. The second 
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set of statistical results showed positives for different para^ 
meters on other wells. Since the first set of results were false 
positives, no notification was required. The tests and statisti­
cal results are not available from the second set of retests at 
this time. Should the retests confirm results from the December, 
1986 sampling, notification of the Director will be made in a 
timely manner pursuant to 35 111. Adm. Code 725.193(d)(1). 

Regarding Attachment A, point 3 - pursuant to 3 5 111. Adm. Code 
725.193(d)(2), lEPA indicates we failed to submit a groundwater 
assessment plan within 15 days to the Director. See our response 
to Point 2 above. Since the statistical results were false 
positives, the submission of an assessment plan is not required. 
Should the second round, retest results confirm that the 
positives were not false, we will submit an assessment plan in a 
timely manner pursuant to 35 111. Adm. Code 725.193(d)(2). 

Regarding Attachment A, point 4 (shown as the second point 3, 
probably in error), lEPA indicates we failed to do an evaluation 
under 725.193(f) to determine whether the requirements under 
725.191(a) for locating the monitoring wells continues to be 
satisfied. At one time data indicated that wells #1, #2 and #9 
are upgradient wells with all others being downgradient. The 
1986 data is not as clear, #2 is upgradient with #1 and #9 
sometimes upgradient. This matter is presently being handled by 
U.S. EPA via the draft consent order. Since the location and 
number of downgradient wells will be an outcome of the draft 
consent order, we suggest that lEPA work with U.S. EPA and Unocal 
on this determination. 

Very truly yours. 

D. W. Bruckert, Supervisor 
Environmental Services 

LDE/rm 

cc; Jonathan Cooper, USEPA 

DECEIVED 

APR 131987 
j^PA-OLPC 
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Unocal Refining & Mai^ng Division 
Unocal Corporation ENV 80-87 
Chicago Refinery 
Lemont, iilinois 60439 
Teiephone (312) 257-7761 

UNOCAL® CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
#P 330 175 917 

John K. Bassett 
Manager, Chicago Refinery 

April 8, 1987 

Mr. Harry A. Chappel 
Illinois Environmental Protection 

Agency 
Division of Land Pollution 

Control 
Facilities Compliance Unit 

I 0 1987 Compliance Monitoring Section 
2200 Churchill Road 
Post Office Box 19276 
Springfield, IL 62794-9276 

Dear Sir: 

Compliance Inquiry 
Letter Response 

Regarding your compliance inquiry letter dated March 27, 1987, 
received on April 2, 1987, we are responding to the comments in 
the letter and to each alleged violation as shown in Attachment 
A. Preparation of this response has been difficult because of 
the absence of substantive information in the citation section. 
We feel that more information should be provided which specifies 
exactly with which part of the regulation lEPA believes we are 
not in compliance. 

In response to the first paragraph on page 2 of lEPA's cover 
letter, in the future, Unocal will substitute th® November 15, 
1983 data for the October 20, 1982 data. We regret this 
oversight. The statistical results for the 1986 data will be 
rerun. Data will be submitted to lEPA as it becomes available. 

In response to Attachment A, point 1 - pursuant to 35 111. Adm. 
Code 725.193(c), failure to do an immediate resample for those 
downgradient wells where a significant difference was detected, 
we provide the following. The first round of wells were sampled 
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in June, 1986. We began to receive test results sporadically 
in late July to mid August. It was noticed that some of the TOX 
sample resiilts were abnormally high and showed extremely poor 
reproducibility. Because the TOX results were abnormally high 
and showed extremely poor reproducibility, we requested our 
analytical testing contractor (ETC) to perform a quality control 
check on the retained samples for a possible explanation. In 
September, ETC notified Unocal that resampling should be perform­
ed for the wells showing abnormal TOX results because the retain­
ed samples were too old to run a proper quality control check. 
The wells were resampled in early October. The test results were 
received by us in early November, 1986. We requested a statisti­
cal analysis by ETC at this time; however, unknown tP Unocal, the 
order was not processed by ETC through their data services 
section. After failing to receive the original statistical 
analysis in early December, 1986, we reordered the statistical 
analysis from ETC in late December, 1986. In early January, 
1987, we received the statistical analysis from ETC. However, 
this analysis did not contain combined upgradiant wells against 
the downgradient well as required. Each individual well was run 
against the others. Upon receiving the incorrect analysis, we 
requested a combined analysis. In early February, 1987, we 
received the correct statistical analysis package^ 

While the above was happening, it became necessary to begin the 
second round of semi-annual samples. This was scheduled with 
Gulf Coast Labs for the first week of December, 1986. Some Of 
the samples were discovered to be inadvertently frozen when 
received by ETC. Thus necessitating another round of sampling 
during the fourth week of December, 1986 to complete the sched­
ule. Analytical data was reviewed in January, 1987, and the 
statistical analysis was then ordered. This statistical data 
arrived during the month of February, 1987. For those wells 
which showed significant deviation from background, we scheduled 
Gulf Coast Labs to resample those wells during the fourth week of 
March, 1987 which was the first open week for the contractor. We 
believe we have complied with Section 725.193 (c) dealing with 
timely resampling. Considering contractor availability, we have] 
scheduled resampling as soon as possible as stated above. 

Regarding Attachment A, point 2 - pursuant to 3 5 111. Adm. Code 
725.193(d)(1), if the analysis confirms significant increase (or 
pH decrease), lEPA indicates we must provide written notification 
to the Director within 7 days that our facility may be affecting 
groundwater quality. The retesting of the wells for the first 
set and the second test results were available for review about 
the same time. The first set of statistical results showed 
positives for the student t-test for some parameters. The second 
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set of statistical results showed positives for different para­
meters on other wellS. Since the first set of results were false 
positives, no notification was required. The tests and Statisti­
cal results are not available from the second set of retests at 
this time. Should the retests confirm results from the December, 
1986 sampling, notification of the Director will be made in a 
timely manner pursuant to 35 111. Adm. Code 725.193(d)(1). 

Regarding Attachment A, point 3 - pursuant to 35 111. Adm. Code 
725.193(d)(2), lEPA indicates we failed to submit a groundwater 
assessment plan within 15 days to the Director. See our response 
to Point 2 above. Since the statistical results were false 
positives, the submission of an assessment plan is not required. 
Should the second round, retest results confirm that the 
positives were not false, we will submit an assessment plan in a 
timely manner pursuant to 35 111. Adm. Code 725.193(d)(2). 

Regarding Attachment A, point 4 (shown as the second point 3, 
probably in error), lEPA indicates we failed to do an evaluation 
under 725.193(f) to determine whether the requirements under 
725.191(a) for locating the monitoring wells continues to be 
satisfied. At one time data indicated that wells #1, #2 and #9 
are upgradient wells with all others being downgradient. The 
1986 data is not as clear, #2 is upgradient with #1 and #9 
sometimes upgradient. This matter is presently being handled by 
U.S. EPA via the draft consent order. Since the location and 
number of downgradient wells will be an outcome of the draft 
consent order, we suggest that lEPA work with U.S. EPA and Unocal 
on this determination. 

Very truly yours. 

D. W. Bruckert, Supervisor 
Environmental Services 

LDE/rm 

cc; Jonathan Cooper, USEPA 
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Union Oil Settlement Conference 
March 3, 1987 

Jonathan Cooper, Hi^rologlst 
IL/IN Unit 

Compliance File 
ILD 041 550 567 

A meeting was held with Onion Oil on March 3, 1987, in Chicago to discuss 
and attempt to reach agreement regarding Issues raised by and violations 
cited in Complaint V-W-87 R-015. A list of those In attendance is attached. 

Major Issues addressed were: 

..V. (1) The limit of the waste management areas 
and future well locations; 

- in regard to present 

(2) Ground water flow direction(s) - previously submitted piezometric 
surface maps indicate various ground water flow patterns (e.g., 
NW, radial, NE) - additional piezometers are necessary to 
accurately define flow; 

(3) Inadequacy of existing data from bore logs and generalized cross 
sections and regarding the degree of hydraulic interconnectedness 
of lithologic units within the uppermost aquifer, site-specific 
hydraulic properties of lithologic units, and potentiometric 
head data of the dolomite bedrock versus the sand and till 
units — all these data deficiencies combine to complicate/make 
impossible specification of exact modifications required to 
Union Oil's existing g.w.m, system to achieve compliance with 35 
111. Adm. Code Part 725, Subpart F; and 

(4) The acceptability of existing wells for incorporation into a 
revised/new system of g.w.m, wells. 

Union Oil agreed to submit a plan for further subsurface investigation -
essentially addressing Item A of the Compliance Order portion of the 
Complaint (page 7). This will address problems stated in Items 2 and 3 
above. 

Areas for further discussion or where disagreements remain: 

(1) Limit of the waste management area (w.m.a.): 
Union Oil has circumscribed all the land treatment areas by 
including them all in a square plot outlined in their Part B on 
map A-2. Mr, Gates, the consultant, stated that runoff from 
land treatment activity produces a "swampy area" which acts to 

, 'A .ic,. 
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recharge the aquifer In the NW area of the square plot. He 
said that part of the logic behind locating wells (HW5 and MW8) 
there was to detect contamination of g.w. more quickly than If 
placed at the limit of the w.m.a. as U.S. EPA requires by 
regulation. [Shallow, non-RCRA wells also monitor shallow zones 
under an lEPA agreement with Union Oil in the NW corner.] 

(2) Adequacy of existing wells for Incorporation Into an updated 
g.w.m. system: 

V- - '7'-. 

vL •'--..-.-A- ' i" 

lEPA and U.S. EPA could not promise any wells would be 
definitely Included in the new system; 

the Agencies agree to rule on the individual merits of each 
well following receipt of new information from additional 
subsurface Investigation and proposed new well location; and 

- for reasons stated In the Order, both Agencies have problems 
with existing wells 

(3) Penalty: The U.S. EPA penalty policy was sent by mall to the 
attorney. Mr. Gates raised the issue of possibly getting U.S. EPA 
to reduce the penalty amount by 20% maximum. Penalty calculations 
were given to Mr. Crim, but no agreement was reached on an amount 
to be paid, (Note: Mr. Bruckert asked for, and was sent, a Class 
I/II classification system for RCRA violations.) 

5HE-12:Cooper:lr:3/23/87: #27 
3/30/87 

cc:Joe Boyle 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION V 

. DATE: MAR 3 1 1987 

SUBJECT: Union Oil Settlement Conference 
March 3, 1987 

FROM-Jonathan Cooper, Hydrologist APR ^ ^ 
"iL/INUnit A ^ 

TO: compliance File cpA^V 
ILD 041 550 567 y ^ " 

A meeting was held with Union Oil on March 3, 1987, in Chicago to discuss 
and attempt to reach agreement regarding issues raised by and violations 
cited in Complaint V-W-87 R-015. A list of those in attendance is attached. 

Major issues addressed were: 

(1) The limit of the waste management areas - in regard to present 
and future well locations; 

(2) Ground water flow direction(s) - previously submitted piezometric 
surface maps indicate various ground water flow patterns (e.g., 
NW, radial, NE) - additional piezometers are necessary to 
accurately define flow; 

(3) Inadequacy of existing data from bore logs and generalized cross 
sections and regarding the degree of hydraulic interconnectedness 
of lithologic units within the uppermost aquifer, site-specific 
hydraulic properties of lithologic units, and potentiometric 
head data of the dolomite bedrock versus the sand and till 
units -- all these data deficiencies combine to complicate/make 
impossible specification of exact modifications required to 
Union Oil's existing g.w.m. system to achieve compliance with 35 
111. Adm. Code Part 725, Subpart F; and , 

(4) The acceptability of existing wells for incorporation into a 
revised/new system of g.w.m. wells. 

Union Oil agreed to submit a plan for further subsurface investigation --
essentially addressing Item A of the Compliance Order portion of the 
Complaint (page 7). This will address problems stated in items 2 and 3 
above. 

Areas for further discussion or where disagreements remain: 

(1) Limit of the waste management area (w.m.a.): 
Union Oil has circumscribed all the land treatment areas by 
including them all in a square plot outlined in their Part B on 
map A-2. Mr. Gates, the consultant, stated that runoff from 
land treatment activity produces a "swampy area" which acts to 
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recharge the aquifer in the NW area of the square plot. He 
said that part of the logic behind locating wells (MW5 and MW8) 
there was to detect contamination of g.w. more quickly than if 
placed at the limit of the w.m.a. as U.S. EPA requires by 
regulation. [Shallow, non-RCRA wells also monitor shallow zones 
under an lEPA agreement with Union Oil in the NW corner.] 

(2) Adequacy of existing wells for incorporation into an updated 
g.w.m. system: 

- lEPA and U.S. EPA could not promise any wells would be 
definitely included in the new system; 

- the Agencies agree to rule on the individual merits of each 
well following receipt of new information from additional 
subsurface investigation and proposed new well location; and 

- for reasons stated in the Order, both Agencies have problems 
with existing wells 

(3) Penalty: The U.S. EPA penalty policy was sent by mail to the 
attorney. Mr. Gates raised the issue of possibly getting U.S. EPA 
to reduce the penalty amount by 20% maximum. Penalty calculations 
were given to Mr. Crim, but no agreement was reached on an amount 
to be paid. (Note: Mr. Bruckert asked for, and was sent, a Class 
I/II classification system for RCRA violations.) 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION V 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

UNION OIL COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA 
135th STREET and NEV7 AVENUE 
LEMONT, ILLINOIS 60439 
ILD 041 550 567 

DOCKET NO. V-W-87R-015 

MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME 
TO ANSWER COMPLAINT 

The Union Oil Company of California dba Unocal 

("UNOCAL"), through its attorneys Sam A. Snyder, Timothy R. 

Thomas, Brendon M. Dixon and Walter V7. Crim, moves for an 

extension of time to answer the Complaint filed in this matter 

until February 2, 1987. This short extension is necessary as a 

result of the complaint being served on UNOCAL during the 

Christmas holidays, thereby shortening the actual time UNOCAL has 

had to complete the Answer. U.S. EPA Region V Technical Staff 

and Regional Counsel concur in this Motion. 

Respectfully submitted, 

UNION OIL COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA 

By: 0 
WALTER W. CRIM 
Unocal Center 
1201 W. Fifth Street 
P.O. Box 7600 
Los Angeles, CA 90051 
(213) 977-7944 

/3 



V CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have caused a copy of the 

foregoing Motion to be served upon the persons designated below, 

on the date below, by causing said copies to be deposited in the 

U.S. Mail, First Class and certified-return receipt requested, 

postage prepaid, at Los Angeles, California, in envelopes 

addressed to; 

Mary Hay Jo^nathan Cooper 
Assistant Regional Counsel u">^ EPA, Region V 
U.S. EPA, Region V RCRA Enforcement Section 
(5C-16) (5HE-12) 

230 S. Dearborn Street 230 S. Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 Chicago, Illinois 60604 

I have further caused the original of the Motion and 

this Certificate of Service to be served in the Office of the 

Regional Hearing Clerk, on the date below, by causing said 

originals to be deposited in the U.S. Mail, First Class and 

certified-return receipt requested, postage prepaid, at Los 

Angeles, California, in envelopes addressed to: 

Ms. Beverly Shorty 
Hearing clerk 
U.S. EPA, Region V 
230 S. Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

Dated this 7th day of Januaxy ,-^1987 
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CFRTIFIFF! I^AIL 
RgYU'ftfi mim KFQUESTEn 

C.T. Corporation Systew 
Registered Agent for 
Union Oil Corr.pany of Calllbrnia 
?08 South LaSalle Street 
Chlca^go, niinois 60604 

Re; 

V-W- 8 7 R-OID 

Conplalnt, Findings of Violation 
and Conpliance Order 
Union Oil, Chicago Refinery 
ILD 041 55(1 567 

Deer Sir/Madam; 

Enclosed please find a Complaint and Compliance Order which specifies this 
Aijency's determination of certain violations by Union Oil Company of 
California of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (PCRA), as airiended, 
4? U.S.C, 56901 et seq. This Agency's determination is based on an Inspection 
on May 16, 1956, of the facility located at 135th Street and Hew Avenue In 
Lemont, Illinois by a representative of the Illinois F-nvironpental Protection 
Aqency (lEPA), and other information In our files. The Findings In the Com­
plaint state the reasons for such a determination. In essence, the facility 
failed to meet particular requirer'ents of RCRA relating to the develoment and 
Implewentatlon of an acceptable ground-water ftinltorlng program according to 
regulations stated in 35 111, Adm, Code Part 7?5, Subpart F. 

Accompanying the Complaint is a fiotice of Opiortunity for Mearlrei, Should 
you desire to contest the Complaint, a written request for a hearing is 
required to be filed vrlth ms, Reverely Shorty, Regional Hearing Clerk (SMF-IA), 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. tPA), 230 South Dearborn 
Street. Chicago, Illinois 60604. within 30 days from receipt of this Complaint, 
A copy of ycur request should also be sent to Mary Hay, Ofiice of Regional 
Counsel (5C-16), ii,S. EPA at the above address. 
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UNITED SWES POSTAL SERVICE 
OFRCIAL BUSINESS 

SENDER INSIRUCnONS 
Print your nam*. addroM, and ZIP Coda In tha 
apaeabalow. 
a Compiota Itama 1,2.3, and 4 on tha ravaraa. 
a Attach to front of articia if apaca parmlta, 

otharwlaa affix to back of article, 
a Endoraa article "Return Receipt Raqueetad" 

adiacent to number. 

Vi 

5HE-12 PENALTY FOn PRIVATE 
USE. *300 

RETURN 
TO 

RCRA J. COOPER 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION V 
230 SOUTH DEARBORN STREET 
CHICAGOt IL 60604 

liiiiilliinliiiiliinliiiilitil "V 



9 SENDER: Complatg itami 1,2,3 aiid4. 

Put your sOdrn* Irt th« ""RETURN TO'" (pac* on tha 
rsvatM lida. Failure to do thi* will prevent thii card from 
being returned to you. The return receipt fee will provide 
you the name of the pereon delivered to and the data of 

•delivery. For additional feaa the following tervicea are 
available. Conault poatmaater for faea and check boxlaa) 
for aervlce(a) racjuetted. 

"**1. • Show to whom, date and addrats Of delivery. 

2. • Restricted Delivery. 

3. Article Addresaed to: 

D.W. BRUCKERT, UNION OIL CO. 
Chicago Refinery 
135th ST. and New Ave. 
Lemont, IL 60439 

4. Type of Service: 

• Reg«ttef0d • Insured 
• Certified • COD 
• Expreaa Mail 

Article Number 

P 139 415 634 

Alwaya obtain signature of addressee or agent and 
DATE DELIVERED. 

5. Signature - Addressee 

7. Date of Delivery 

B. Addressee's Address (ONL Y if requested and fee paid) 
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Regardless of whether you choose to request a hearing v/lthin the prescribed 
time limit following service of this Complaint, you are extended an opportunity 
to request an informal settlement conference. 

If you have any questions or desire to request an informal conference for 
the purpose of settlement with Waste Management Division staff, please 
contact Jonathan Cooper, United States Environmental Protection Agency, 
RCRA Enforcement Section (5HE-12), 230 South Dearborn Street, Chicago, 
Illinois 60604, His phone number Is (312) P.86-4464, 

Sincerely, 

Basil 6, Constantelos, Director 
Waste Management Division 

. Enclosure 

cc: 
y 

Gary King, I EPA 
Harry Chappel , I EPA 
Glenn Savage, IEPA\/ 

D. W. Bruckert 
Union Oil Company ^ 
Chicago Refinery 
Lemont, Illinois 60439 

bcc: Robert Small, OWPE (WH-527) 
Mary Hay, ORC 5C-16 V , 
Denlse Reape, 5HE-12 v / 
Regional Hearing Clerk, 5MF-14V 
IL Permit Unit, 5HS-13 vj 

s/ 
5HE-12:J.Cooper:nd:6-4464:ll/28/P6 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION S 
230 SOUTH DEARBORN ST. 
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60604 

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF: 

5HE-12 

n? OCT im 

W. Child, Acting Manager 
Division of Land Pollution Control 
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
2200 Churchill Road 
Springfield, Illinois 62706 

Re: RCRA 3008(a)(2) Notice 
Union Oil Company, 
Chicago Refinery 
ILD 041 550 567 

Dear Mr. Child: 

We have reviewed your August 4, 1986, hazardous waste enforcement referral 

package for Union Oil Company. Pursuant to Section 3008(a)(2) of the Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as amended, I am providing notice 

to you that the United States Environmental Protection Agency is preparing 

to issue an order under Section 3008(a)(1) for violations of RCRA, including 

violations outlined in the referral. 

If you have any questions on this matter, please contact Mr. Jonathan Cooper 

of my staff at (312) 886-4464. 

Sincerely, 

William H. Miner, Chief 
Hazardous Waste Enforcement Branch 
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W. Child, Acting Manager 
Division of Land Pollution Control 
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
?200 Churchill Road 
Springfield, Illinois 62706 

'w*. 
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• "''>r>?-' Re: 

ifi^ 

RCRA 3008(a)(2) notice 
Union Oil Company, 
Chicago Refinery 
Iin 041 550 567 

•vn ' 5;- '! . 

-'i • ' I 

Dear Mr, Child: 

We have reviewed your August 4, 1986, hazardous waste enforcement referral 

package for Union Oil Company. Pursuant to Section 300t(a)(2) of the Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as amended, I am providing notice 

to you that the United States Environmental Protection Agency is preparing 

to issue an order under Section 3nn8(a)(l) for violations of RCRA, Including 

violations outlined In the referral. 

•:.. i; :: :.. • 
"S 
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If you have any questions on this matter, please contact Mr. Jonathan Cooper 

of my staff at (312) 886-4464. 

Sincerely, 
'4 

Hnilam H. Wner, Oilef 
Hazardous Waste Enforcement Branch 

bcc: M. Murphy, SWB 
J. Mayka, SWB 

5HE-12: Oc: nd: 886-446iJi]ilis^ 
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1 7 198S 71 
Evaluation of Adequacy of 
Subpart F System with regard 
to minimum requirements 
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Jonathan Cooper 
Hydrologlst 
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Union oil File 
ILD 041 550 567 
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At the time a CIL was Issued to Union Oil (8/5/85), the facility was In assess­
ment monitoring. Findings of non-compliance were listed as follows: 

(1) Attacfanent A: Violations based on CME of 6/24/^5 

a) Several wells needed repair/n^lacement of concrete surface 
seals 

b) Discrepancy of 21.22 ft, in total well depth of SW-7 

(2) Attachi^nt B: Violations based on 7/1/85 review of documents submitted 
to lEPA to defnonstrate con^llance with the requ1rer»nts of Section 
725.193. 

All of these violations were to be addressed while Union Oil was in assessment 
monitoring. Attachment C In the CIL listed several apparent violations which 
had to be addressed within 30 days of Union Oil returning to detection 
monitoring under 725.193(d)(6). Inadequacies of the well system listed In 
Attachment C Include: 

(1) Need for additional up- and downgradlent wells for Immediate 
detection of releases (some nested) 

(2) 

(3) 

<4) 

Excessive distance between wells (400 « 600 feet apart) 

Screened lengths that are too long (20 feet) 

*• . ,* • 
i-.s 

Excessive sand packs (40 ft.) and apparent use of natural clay for 
backfill of annular space. 

Violations listed In Attachments A and R have been appropriately addressed as 
noted In lEPA correspondence to the facility dated 1/10/86 and 4/2/86, 

Union Oil has returned to detection monitoring (about 4/86) and therefore 
violations listed In Attachment C of the 8/5/85 CIL now are applicable and 
most be addressed, A CME was done May 16, 1986. A PECL Is being/was sent 
to Union Oil listing violations noted In Attach»s»nt C and a PEC will be 
arranged for the final week of June with facility officials. 
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Current Status of Subpart F Syster^i: 

(1) Upgradlent wells - HW-1, fW-2, MW-9 

(2) Downgradient wells - MW.4, MH-5, MW-7, MM«8 

{3) ,MW-3, W<-6 - used for ground-water flow direction - J... .. •; "Sijv-"'.• .^iis ..- . "1^ 

•'•••-•x- .sv-.:-#^ -• 
Minlraup requirements. In terns of numbers of wells upgradlent and down-
gradient, appear to be satisfied. However, the numbers, depths and con­
struction of wells need re-evaluation and lEPA has found the current Subpart 
F program to be Inadequate. Heed: 

"" '•'W'w-.-i 

* 
i, 

(!) additional wells to characterize background 

(2) to monitor "entire" uppermost aquifer (may need nested wells) 

(3) to reduce spacing between downgradlent wells 

(4) shorter well screens and sand packs ? ,-* I 

•' i-,_ ft ;• 

(5) proper sealing of annular space above screened Intervals in 
wells. 

iT->> 

However: As of November 8, 19B5, Items listed in Attachment C (8/5/85) were not 
officially stated as being violations by lEPA because Union Oil was in Assess­
ment wnltoring and therefore not under detection monitoring requirements aruJ 
could officially certify. 
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i LETTER #6 

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency • 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706 

217/782-6761 

Refer to: 1978030004 - Will County 
Lemont/Union Oil 
ILD041550567 
Compliance File 

r, c. CTCHUi • Bw. mmoinir _ 
AUG 11 1986 

August 5, 1986 

Mr. Leo Erchull 
Union Oil Company 
Chicago Refinery 
Lemont, Illinois 

Dear Mr. Erchull: 

60439 

Per your conversation with Michelle Tebrugge, the Pre-Enforcement 
Conference with Union Oil has been rescheduled for August 28, 1986 at 
10:00 A.M. at the Division of Land Pollution Control, 2200 Churchill 
Road, Springfield, Illinois 62706. 

If you have any questions, please contact Michelle D. Tebrugge at 
217/782-4462. 

Sincerely, 

Mark A. Haney, Manager 
Facilities Compliance Unit 
Compliance Monitoring Section 
Division of Land Pollution Control 

MAH:MDT:jp:2/33 

cc: Division File 
Northern Region 
D.W. Bruckert 
Don Gimbel 
Paul Jagiello ; 
Cindy Davis 
Larry Eastep' 
Rob Watson 
Ken Bechely 
Jeannine Balsamo 
Michelle Tebrugge 



Illinois Environmental Protection Agency • 2200 Ghurchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706 

2i7mt~m^r ~ ^ ~ ^ ' 

Rafer ta: 1?7803€^S4 Ulll COGflty 
O'il Cic©pafty 

RSC41S5(>S-57 , ' 
Ccspliesce FIT® 

CSlTg^ENCE tETTER 

# 'P ^ 
<?ui3e 2S, 198$ 

?5r. lea- Erciia!! 
yjvlofl oil CgS3paf?y - Chfcags neflRsry 
i€is:353t,.-iHlaols S0433 

Oer ErctolT '; 

By copy of this Tett®«\ ths Agancy hereby infoms Onion 8f1 Coapany of 
gppsraat vSolatlons of t^-c irffnG-ls Enirf ronaental Protection Act and/or s-Gles 
enfi regnlatlons adopted tfeereaadcr. These apparent violations are set forth 
in Attachment A of this letter. !n addftfors, listed in Attachment ,B ere 
discrepancies discovered dttHrsg the Flay 15, 1S36 inspection. For ysar 
Inforsation enc'lGsed is a copy of the isjspectiOT? report. 

As & rssoTt of ffeese apparent violations,, it Is QUr intent ta refer this 
tuatter 130-the Agency's legal staff for the pressration of a forsai enforce£3e.nt 
case. The Afsocy's legaT staff feill, in turn, refer t?>is isatter to tJa® Sfffce 
of Attdraey Senersl or .to ths United States Eav!yoRi®staT Pfotection Ageacy 
f©V the filing of & fomaT caaplaint. 

Prior to tating ssrch action.., hpijevcr, yo«. are, requested ta attend a 
Pre-Enfores^sefit Conference to he held st the Division of Land Pollation 
eo&trol, Z2C0 Cterchill Aoad, Spriogfleld, IITIROIS 62706, The purpose of 
this CGfTfej-encc fe-ill &s: 

1. To discsss the-validity of the apparent vloUtlans ^wsted Agency staff, 
and 

2. To arrive at a .prograa to elioinate existing end/or fatar® vioTstions. 

You shotjld. therefore., brintg soch personnel end records let: the conference as 
will enablQ a. co?^1ete di.scasslon of the ahovs itsss. Me have scfeedaled 
Coiiference for Jaly 17, IfSS, at 1G;00 e.©. If this Is 
Inconvenient, pTsa.se -costact .Bar Filson at 217/702-67S1 to'arrtRge for a© 
altorsatiTO date md tise. 



Illinois Environmental Protection Agency • 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706 

In plfjsse tse sSvlses ttjat this letter ctmstitates t?i@ RQt1c« 
Sscfioi? 31 (€l ef Uv$ UMn^is Env^roaiasatal Protection Act orlop 

to tliG ftilGg ®f a fomal cmplaint. The cited Section ©f tfee Illinois" 
'Ifivlpoi^entsl Protection Act re«ss1res tfee Agency to tefom y<m of tfts e^rps 

are t© be ellegsd and affer .yoa tJie ©ppsrtimity to mat ssfttb appropriate 
officials, eftfelft tMi'ty dsys of this notice in &a effort to resoTse such 
cesfilct ^ich coiild lead to ttie flllnij of furml action. 

Sificersty, ^ 

/. • •• 
^Tfctsel P.. u'ecfevatal, i^oager 

isnce ^la» 1 tsri sg Seetl e«. 
DTVISIGS- of land Pollutioo S^trol 

AttaclL^at 

cc; Blvisioa Ftle 
aorthern ^eglen 
Paul ^isgiello 

Sia-eis 
Joannlne Bals^o 
EQ& Sat^a 
USEPA - H^gien 
§sr Ftlsca 



Illinois Environmental Protection Agency • 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706 

STTACHfCJJT A 

1. Porsjiant to 35 HI, Code eperater of « 
or land treatiseot fac^litj c?sst isplossont a 

groiffidwatcr sofsUoHfi§ progress capatile: of detemtmn^ the facility's 
impact on the of the gratindaater fn the apperBo^t, end all 
hydrastlically conitected. aqsifers. The :Pitisfcsr.» depths end cofsstriictlen of 
the csjrrQst sioni^rlng as discussed bels®, Ifidfcats that the 
current program is inadGi^aate. Additionally= the follovdng 
geolegfc/hydrogeologtc fnfe.?^3tico is needed in ercsr to c^splete an 
ade<{aate review of the geologfc/hydrogealofic syste?^, 

a. in-stta hydraulic cofldsctlvlty tests OR the screened fot^rvaH; 

• fe, hydratilic coiidactluity data on the sllty-clay and clayey-silt tiVlSi 

c. the physical properties of tfes doloatte ClnclEidiog hydraulic 
cosdactlvltfi porosity, poteRtloaetrlc data» degree of 
futercosnectioo srfth tlis pa^nsolldate*^ deposits end lower atjulferSa 
fractured or weathered zones,, flou r-ste and flow direction): 

stfuetural coistour mpCsl of the dol^lte; asd 

e.. the effect of the Cliicaso Saoltary and Ship Caoal aod the I a»d H 
tasel en local grottod^ater toBdftiens. 

2, PursaaBt to 35 111, Ads, Code 72C.lfO{i)i,,- the ewfter or operator must 
fBStall a. froandwater sMmltertsg syste® tshlch sssets the l'^£^81^^s3efits of 
Section 725,1 SI , As described below, the mjnher arid depth of the 
sonitopfag wells arc cot sufficieiit to seet the re^Biresents of Sectlois 
725.151. 

3. For&uant to 3S lU. Code 725,15Ka)n) , grouodwatcr ^nitoring systes 
©ust consist of an acSequate nmtser of epgradlest ©onltarfog wsllSi 
Upgradtoflt ssslH mst he Instated tJiat provide representative tseckgrottod 
S4®^les for the dolcBPlte aqylfer and aoy hydraullcaily ccfmected 
ijncensotidated deposits. The constracttoa of ^©se wells sfioalid fee soch 
that the aquifer «Bd the oocoasoltdatecl deposits caa fee gjooitored 
excloslvsly. This ?E?ill reqoir© ^a?1! screens of n© «:^jrc ten feet. 

4, Poirsoant ts 35 111, Ada. CQ<5e ?25.191{aH2), tlie grauftd'^ter oeaHorlsg 
systara esjst consi st of so ade^ate nssisfeer of dosnfradfeat toHng 
wells. The B®feer, depths and 1 ©cations of ttse-' ccj-reet wells are 
inadGQUdte to lEsssdfatsly detect any statisticalTy sigalficaet gaoasts of 
featar^ss w%t& or iastaniows Hfsste ceostitafists fn grooadwster for the 
folrcfliflng masofts; 

3, Dowfjgradlcnt sells are, at a eslRifKi®, SC® feet apart. The fiicflity 
nasst provide a justification for this well spacing and provide 
additional wells if Recessary, 

fe, Cra-ss sections and fearing logs indicota that the present mUs 
• ^nltor ss nssy as four lithologlc anlts. 



Illinois Environmental Protection Agency • 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield; IL 62706 

S, Ptj.rsyaat to 35 HI. Cs<te 7£S.»1S1{cl4 a"?-! EK-RttoHfs0 tsells Essst be 
sc3r«epe€ anc! send pacfeod as necessary to alio® for corleetio® sf 
acceptable sjtisples. Ttis anmjiar sp&tn abeve the saspllng internal esost %e 
sealed %rttb a stiltable eateHal, I.e., €e®e:at grout or befstcuit© slos^ry. 
Toe large screens^ Ifster^als (20 ft.),. tBe excmsslve send packs (40 ft.) 
mi tin® ase of eatajral clay as a backfill taatsrlal cassb.ised ssake tOe 
c?i?ra3t cmftoHfig sz^acceptable. 



Illinois Environmental Protection Agency • 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706 

ATTACMMEMT S 

1. 5iscrep«acl<?s total doptii also ©otec! for tvfO of ttfe 
the "£ inspect J 00. Si? fs 25.41 feet shsHcwer than when originally 
l6stall®{3 and Sif4 is 4.62 feet greater tlian orlglKsl fcoriogs In^ifcete. 
Fyrt55er^fO„ the ce®eot s«.rface seal at SUS sost fee repaired. Tness . 
concerns Kiast also feif adcfressed dsHng tae Prs-Enforcensent Cmf^resce. • 

KFfl:SF:jE®7l.l33r/8-9 

1 

I 
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Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706 

217/782-6761 

Refer to: 1978030004 - Will Counla^ 
Lemont/Union Oil 
ILD041550567 

April 2, 1986 

Mr. D. W. Bruckert 
Union Oil Company 
Chicago Refinery 
Lemont, Illinois 60439 

t 

Gentlemen: 

Mr. Leo D. Erchull 
Union Oil Company 
Chicago Refinery 
Lemont, Illinois 60439 

The Agency is in receipt of your March 27, 1986 response to our August 5, 1985 
Compliance Inquiry Letter. Your response has been reviewed and resolves the 
apparent violation(s) of Section!s) 725.191(a)(1). 

Comment nunber 2 of Attachment A appears to be adequately addressed at this 
time. 

This concludes lEPA, Division of Land Pollution Control activity regarding the 
August 5, 1985 Compliance Inquiry Letter. 

If you have any questions, please contact Cindy S. Davis at 217/782-6761. 

Sincerely, 

Mark A. Haney, Manager 
Facilities Compliance Unit 
Compliance Monitoring Section 
Division of Land Pollution Control 

MAH:BF:jd/0678F/30 

cc: Division File 
Northern Region 
Jeannine Balsamo 
Rob Watson 
Paul Jagiello 
Bur Filson— 
USEPA Region V 



Illinois Environmental Protection Agency • 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706 

217/782-6761 

Refer to: 1978030004 — Will County 
Lemont/Unlon Oil 
ILD041550567 

May 6, 1986 

Mr. D.W. Bruckert Mr. Leo D. Erchull 
Union Oil Company Union Oil Company 
Chicago Refinery Chicago Refinery 
Lemont, Illinois 60439 Lemont, Illinois 60439 

Gentlemen: 

The Agency has reviewed your Phase .II Groundwater Assessment Report dated 
March 27, 1986. After reviewing the report it has been determined that Union 
Oil will return to Detection Monitoring. 

In Unocal's Phase II Assessment plary concern was expressed that the student's 
t-test is inappropriate to evaluate Unocal's groundwater quality data. 
Interim status regulations require the use of a student's t-test at the 0.01 
level of significance. However, due to a recent policy change Unical now has 
the option to choose a student's t-test which is found to be most applicable 
to the data being analyzed. Unocal may perform the student's t-test of their 
choice, however, the results must be based on only one type of t-test. The 
t-test of choice must be well documented with explicit examples and technical 
references. 

The Agency concurs that the pH data from the October 20, 1982 sampling are 
anomalous and should, therefore, be excluded from future statistical analysis. 

Data from the November 15, 1983 sampling interval should be used as a 
substitute for the above mentioned data. This substitution will complete the 
required background data. 

If you have any questions, please contact Cindy S. Davis at 217/782-6761. 

Sincerely, 

Mark A. Haney, Mankger 
Facilities Compliance Unit 
Compliance Monitoring Section 
Division of Land Pollution Control 

MAH:CD:ba/1059f/19 

cc: Division File 
Northern Region 
Paul Jagiello 
Jeannine Balsamo ^ 
Compliance Corr. Log (Cindy Davis) 
USEPA, Region Y 
Rob Watson 



f Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 2200 Churchill Road. Springfield, IL 627 2706 

217/782-6761 

Refer to: 1978030004 - Will Co. 
Lemont/Unlon 011 
ILD041550567 

January 10, 1986 

Mr. D.W. Bruckert 
Union Oil Company 
Chicago Refinery 
Lemont, Illinois 60439 

Gentlemen: 

Mr. Leo D. Erchull 
Union Oil Company 
Chicago Refinery 
Lemont, Illinois 60439 

The Agency Is In receipt of your September 4, 1985 and October 2, 1985 
responses to our August 5, 1985 Compliance Inquiry Letter. Your responses 
have been reviewed and resolve the apparent vlolatlon(s) of Section!s) 
725.191(c), 725.193(d)(3)(A), 725.193(d)(3)(B), 725.193(d)(3)(C), 
725.193(d)(3)(D), 725.193(d)(4)(A), and 725.193(d)(4)(B). 

Violation 725.191(a)(1) will be considered outstanding until further data Is 
gathered to determine the cause of MW-2's anomalous nature. 

Comments numbered 8, 9, and 10 of Attachment B appear to be adequately 
addressed at this time. Conmient number 2 of Attachment A, however, win 
remain unresolved until Union 011 can explain the~total well depth 
discrepancy. The Agency Is still waiting to hear the results of the 
October-November, 1985 attempt to remove the bailer from well SW-7. 

If you have any questions, please contact Cindy S. Davis at 217/782-9801 

Sincerely, 

0 

I 

Mark A. Haney, Manager 
Facilities Compliance Unit 
Compliance Monitoring Section 
Division of Land Pollution Control 

MAH:CD:bjh/0028F/55 

cc: Northern Region 
Jeannlne Balsamo 
Rob Watson 
Paul Jaglello 
Cindy Oavis 
Michelle Tebrugge 



Union Oil Company 
Chicago Refinery 
Lemont, Illinois 60439 
Telephone (312) 257-7761 

Union Oil Company oLCalifornia 

ENV 341-85 

lini^n CERTIFIED MAIL 
CP UIII^SS/II RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

' #P 330 175 799 

A. J. Eliskalns November 22, 1985 
MangQpf. nmtnBry 

r 

Dear Sir: 

Mr. Willaim E. Muno 
RCRA Enforcement Section, SHE-12 
U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 

Waste Management Division 
230 South Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

Request for Additional Information 

In reply to your leter (received November 4, 1985,) requesting 
additional information from Union Oil pursuant to paragraph 3007 
of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, we are supplying 
all the requested information from Enclosure 1 with this submission, 

1. The RCRA land disposal units found at our facility are a 
land treatment area (process code D81) and a surface 
impoundment (process code S04). The units are identified 
on the attached copy of a topographic map. 

2. Since all above facilities are in compliacne with the 
November 8, 1985, certification of compliance with all 
applicable groundwater monitoring and financial respon­
sibility requirements, no further response is necessary 
to questions 2-4 as shown on Enclosure 1. 

Should you have any questions concerning this submittal, please 
contact L. D. Erchull at the above telephone number. 

Very truly yours. 

D. W. Bruckert, Supervisor 
Environmental Services 

LDErdlw 

Enclosure 
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Union Oil Company of Callfonila 
Chicago Refinery 
Lemont. Illinois 60439 
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RCRA Enforcement Section, SHE-12 
U..S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Waste Management Division 
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Union 76 Division; Eastern Region 

Union Oil Company of California 
Chicago Refinery 
Lemont, Illinois 60439 
Telephone (312) 257-7761 ENV 234-85 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
^•1 1 RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

#P08 8720483 
P-CriVED 

A. J. Eliskalns 
Manager, Chicago Relinery A 1 I C ? ISBj 

August 19, 1985 

itPA-OLeC 

Mr, Mark A. Haney, Manager 
Facilities Compliance Unit 
Compliance Monitoring Section 
Illinois Environmental Protection 

Agency 
Division of Land Pollution Control 
2200 Churchill Road 
Springfield, Illinois 62706 

Dear Sir; 

RE: 1978030004 - Will County 
Lemont/Union Oil ILD041550567 
Compliance Inquiry Letter Response 

Union Oil has reviewed your August 5, 1985 compliance inquiry 
letter and has prepared responses to the Attachment A comments 
and/or questions posed by the Illinois Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

A response to Attachment B will be prepared and sent to lEPA 
by September 6, 1985. We suggest that after lEPA has reviewed 
the contents of our responses to Attachment A and B, a meeting 
between representatives of Union Oil and the Agency be scheduled 
to discuss resolution of any outstanding and unresolved issues. 
Additionally, although our submittals only respond to comments 
and/or questions contained in Attachments A and B, we suggest 
that our meeting also address lEPA comments and/or questions 
contained in Attachment C. This will allow Union Oil to prepare 
some preliminary groundwork for responses to Attachment C which 
are due to be submitted to the lEPA 30 days after Union returns 
to its detection monitoring program. 



Mr. Mark A. Haney 
August 19, 1985 
Page 2 

For your convenience and to aid in your review. Union Oil has 
repeated the lEPA comments and/or questions and provide our 
response immediai^^y below. 

Should you have any questions concerning our response, please 
direct them to L. D. Erchull at (312) 257-7761. 

Sincerley, 

D. W. Bruckert, Supervisor 
Environmental Services 

LDE/rm 

Attachment 



ATTACHMENT I 
Aun 22 1985 

RESPONSES TO lEPA ATTACHMENT A 

1. lEPA COMMENT 

Pursuant to 35 111. Adm. Code 725.191(c), the annular space above 
the sampling depth must be sealed with a suitable material to prevent 
contamination of samples and the groundwater. The concrete surface 
seals in several of the MW-series wells lacked the integrity necessary 
to prevent the downward migration of contaminants. These seals must 
be repaired or replaced. 

RESPONSE j 

35 111. Adm. Code 725.19^c) required that the annular space above ~ 
the sampling depth be sealed with a suitable material (e.g., cement 
grout or bentonite slurry) to prevent cont^z^ination of samples and 
the groundwater. At the Union Oil facilitythe annular space in 
the wells are typically sealed with 1-3 feet of bentonite above the 
sand pack that surrounds the well screen, low permeability natural 
silty/clay backfill to a depth of 2-3 feet below the ground surface, 
and a cement grout plug from the natural backfill to the ground 
surface. With time, we have found that it is not unusual for the 
cement grout to crack. This is particularly true after a severe 
winter, and we believe the deterioration of the concrete grout plug 
is due primarily to freeze - thaw action. As a consequence Union 
Oil has on numerous occasions repaired or replaced the concrete plug 
when deterioration was observed, and will again repair or replace 
the concrete plug on wells where deterioration has occurred. At 
the present time, we have replaced the concrete plug on the following 
wells: MW-2, MW-3, MW-4, MW-5, MW-6, MW-8, SW-4, SW-5 and SW-8. 
Wells MW-1, SW-1 will be completed as soon as possible depending on 
access to the site. At present, the field is too wet for access. 

It should be noted however that we believe the existing bentonite 
and natural clay/silt backfill seals provide a more than adequate 
seal then the concrete surface seals to prevent contamination of 
the samples or ground water due to the infiltration of surface water. 

2 lEPA COMMENT 

The total well depth of SW-7, as measured during the inspection, was 
21.22 ft. shallower than the boring log. Please explain this discrep­
ancy . 



Attachment I -2- August 19, 1985 

RESPONSE 

Inspection of the boring log and well construction diagram for 
SW-7 (Attachment 2) shows simply that the well was not installed 
to the bottom of the investigative boring. It is believed 
that the reason for this was due to an overnight rise in the 
water level and the desire to install the top of the well screen 
at the top of the perched water level. It is interesting to 
note that the lEPA water levels (Attachment 3) show that the 
well was dry on 6-24-85. Therefore, it may have been 
appropriate to install a 30 or 40 foot long well screen to 
the bottom of the investigative boring. It is more likely, 
however, that many of the perched water zones underlying the 
Union Oil facility are seasonal in occurrence. This is a typical 
geologic occurrence and should not be unexpected. 

DWB/lac 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

SW-7 BORING LOG AND WELL CONSTRUCTION DIAGRAM 



PROJECT L^iON OIL SUPPLEMENTAL WELLS SHT. NO. t_0_F 3 1 

CLIENT UNION OIL COMPANY PHOJ. NO. • 8_4^01-008 1 

BORING CONTRACTOR CANONIE CCNSTP.UCTION COM.PAI'IY GPOUND ELEV. 703.47 1 

GROUND WATER TOC-ELEV, 705.00' GAS. SAMP. CORE TUBE DATUM .'^L i 
DATE TIME ELE^;. CASING TYPE rl.S.A. S.S. DATE START 3-21-B4 1 

6-ie-B4 578.21 DIA. 5" 1 1/2" DATE FINISH 3-22-S4 1 

WT. 140r DRILLER J. KAXMA.N 1 

FALL 30" TMG-PEP. GJY "1 

T. M. GATES. INX. TEST BORING LOG & MONITORING 
WELL INSTALLATION 

WELL NO. SW-7 

a •-
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S-1 

S-2 

S-3 

S-4 

BLOWS 
ON 

SAMPLE 
SPOON 
PER 6" 

10 

13 

11 

10 

IDENTIFICATION i REMARKS 

Brown silty clay, trace gravel, 
very stiff, moist 

Same as above 

Brown silty clay, trace gravel, 
stiff, moist 

Dark gray clayey silt/silty clay, 
trace gravel, stiff, dense, 
moist 

AUG iS85 
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2,53' 

A-1^ 

2"-

fOH IMTtPBPETATlON or SOIL "OC* «NC GBC..NOWATEB COMOITIONS StETE«T 



T. M. GATES. INC. TEST BORING LOG i MONITORING 
WELL INSTALLATION 

WELL NO. sw^7 

4i ROJECT UNION OIL £'J??LZ.'>'.£NIAL WtLi-s 5HT. NO. 2 Of -i 
PROJ. NO. 84-01-006 iiENT UNION OIL COy.rAJJY 

D
C

P
T

M
 

F
T

. 

C
A

S
IN

G
 

O
L

O
W

S
 

S
A

M
P

L
E

 
N

O
. 

BLOWS 
ON 

SAMPLE 
SPOON 
PER 6" S

Y
M

II
O

L
 

4 
S-5 6 T 

14 y 

25 
-

c . 

26 y. 

s 
27 

2B 
10 £ 

23 
S-6 30 W 

23 
21 c 

M 
T 

M 

31 31 

32 32 

5 r 
34 

S-7 8 " 
T 34 

10 
L 

35 35 
i 

36 36 

37 37 

36 36 
21 s 

39 
S-8 50 K 39 

40 40 

41 41 

42 42 

43 43 
C-Q 50/4" 

44 

45 45 

• 
4S 

• 
4,7 

46 

49 

IDENTIFICATION & REMARKS 

Gray-brcjwn silty clay, very stiff, 
inoist; overlying brown silty clay, 
fim, inoist; overlying tan fine sandy 
clayey silt, somewhat dense, wet; 
overlying poorly graded fine to medium 
grained sa.nd, very wet 

Light brown fine to medium grained sand, 
loose, very wet; overlying light brown 
fine sandy silty clay, soft, saturated; 
overlying rock fragments; overlying light 
brcwn silty clay, stiff, moist 

Dark gray silty clay, stiff, 
trace gravel, trace sand, very wet 

Chalk white-gray silty fine sand, 
limestone rock fragments, wet 

Gray silty rock fragments, wet (limestone) 

-Auger no sample 43'-67' 

Same lithologic description 

as adjacent MW-7 
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T. M. GATES. INC. TEST BORING LOG i MONITORING 
WELL INSTALLATION WELL NO. sw-7 

PROJECT UNION OIL SU?PL£.M£NTAL IvELLS 
CLIENT UNTCN-OIL CCyj.-.NY 

SMT. NO. 3 OF 3 

PROJ. NO. 54-01-008 
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Sane lithologic description 

as adjacent MW-7 
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E.O.B. WELL G0N57BUCTI0N 

Washed concrete sand backfill: 67'-47' 
0.006 in. slot PVC screen: 47'-27' 
^Washed concrete sand; 47*-24' 
Bentonite pellet seal; 24*-23* 
Native clay backfill; 23'-2' 
Concrete plug; 2'-0' , 

-Height of steel protective casing 
above ground surface is 2.53 feet. 
-Well developed by bailing at least 5 
times the volvine of water in the well. 

»ca INTE = =ocr4r.(jM g, :cs?.T;CNS SEE TE*; 



ATTACHMENT 3 

lEPA 6-24-85 WATER LEVEL MEASUREMENTS 
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JUN 12 1386 

Lawrence W. Eastep, Manager 
Permit Section, DLPC 
Illinois EPA 
2200 Churchill Road 
Springfield, Illinois ft2706 

5HS-13 

RE: Corrective Action Response Review 
Union Oil Company of California 
ILD 041550567 

Dear Mr. Eastep: 

Enclosed is a copy of information we received from the referenced facility, 
addressing the "continuing release" provisions of the Hazardous and Solid 
Waste Amendments of 1984. Please review this information, and complete the 
enclosed form entitled "RCRA Facility Review for Solid Waste Management Units." 
We also encourage you to provide us any and all additional information that is 
pertinent to a consideration of continuing releases at this facility. We will 
take no final actions concerning this facility without your full participation 
in the decision-making process. 

We ask that you return the completed form, plus any additional information 
to us (1) within two weeks of your receipt of this letter, for facilities 
which have indicated "no releases", and (2) within four weeks for facilities 
which have indicated prior or continuing releases of any kind. 

Please feel free to call the previously identified permit writer during the 
progress of your review with any questions or comments. 

Sincerely yours. 

Edith M. Ardiente, P.E. 
Chief, Technical Programs Section 

Enclosure(s) 
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RECEIPT FOR OERTIFIED MAIL 

NO INSURANCE C( i'ERAGE PROVIDED 
NOT FOR INTEI^ATIONAL MAIL 

(See Reverse) 

.toHaas, Supervisor of 
';prvicps — 

.of tai .Lhgo.Kt 
; anH MPW AvPHllP-

60439 

o 
3 
TT 
fD 

CJ1 

s 
Tl 

2 
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9 SENDER: Compltte itams 1,2^3 and4. 

Put your addrass in tha "RETURN TO" spaca on tha 
raversa sida. Failura to do thia will provant this card from 
baing raturnad to vou. Tha raturn racaiot faa will provida 
you tha nama of tha parson cMivarad to and tha data of 
dalivary. For additional faat the following sarvtcas era 
available. Consult postmaster for fees and check boxies) 
for sarvica<i) raquattad. 

1. Q Show to whom, data and address of delivery. 

2. D Restricted Delivery. 

£: 

c-h 
C/l 
O 
31 
O 
3 
7^ 
CO 

C/) 

3. Article Addressed to: 

H.D. Haas, Supervisor of Env. Ser. 
Union Oil Co. of California - Chgo. 
135th Street and New Avenue 
Lemont, Illinois 60439 

R< f. 
cn 

CO 
t 

4. Type of Service: 

• \ns\iM 
• ccp 

umber 

• Registered 
)CI1 Certified 
• Express Mail 

Always obtair. signatun 
DATE DELIVERED 

5. Signature - Addressee 
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6. Signature^Agent 
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7. Date of 

8. Addressees Address {ONLY if retted ttnd )ee paiO) 
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Union 76 Division: East Region 

Union Oil Company of California 
Chicago Refinery 
Lemont, Illinois 60439 
Telephone (312) 257-7761 ENV 148-85 

'y.S. tFAJfflV 

uniMi CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
#P08 8720435 

A. J. Eliskalns 
Manager. Chicago Refinery May 13, 1985 

Dear Mr. Constantalas: 

Mr. Basil G. Constantelas 
Director, Waste Management Division 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
230 South Dearborn 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

Waste Reduction Process 

This letter is confirming a telephone conversation I had 
with Mr. Gale HrUska, USEPA, on May 8, 1985. Chicago" Refinery 
is considering the use a process to physically separate a 
refinery residual into oil, water, and a listed hazardous waste. 
From my discussion with Mr. Hruska it is my understanding that 
a permit is not needed to use this process. It is requested 
that you review the information below and confirm this under­
standing in writing. 

This process is called the Tracker Oil Recover Process. It 
is a pressure filtration system which breaks oil/water emul­
sions and separates oil and water from the waste solids by 
forcing the liquids through a pore size of 1 to 5 microns. 
The system is mobile and has complete on-site production cap­
abilities. Attached are photographs of the system. 

Union Oil is considering the use of the system to process a 
residual from a slop oil tank at Chicago Refinery. With the 
Tracker Process on-site near the tank, the residual would be 
pumped from the tank to the Tracker Process. Oil from the 
process will return to the Refinery and water will be treated 
in the Refinery's NPDES facilities. The solid filter cake 
(Slop Oil Emulsion Solids, K049) generated by the process is 
a listed hazardous waste. It will be disposed of off-site at 
an approved landfill. 

We believe the Tracker Process is an environmentally sound 
process, since (1) It reduces the volume of a waste, (2) 

305-31 



Mr, Basil G. Constantelas -2- May 13, 1985 

It produces a solid filter cake, and (3) Recovers oil which can 
be used for a beneficial purpose. 

I, therefore, request that USEPA review this information as 
expeditiously as possible and confirm in writing, to my atten­
tion, that a permit is not required to use the Tracker Process. 

Very truly yours, 

D. W. 'Bruckert, Supervisor 
Environmental Services 

DWB/ms 

cc: Eugene Theios - lEPA 

Attachment 



Mobile system provides complete on-site, explosion proof, self-powered production capabilities. 

Patent pending process combines conventional equipment technology with a proprietary chemical conditioning of the process stream. 

Non-leaching and non-igniting consolidated residue. Removal of solids to pipeline quality. 
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• "• DIV\S(CINI plLiT 

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency • 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706 

217/782-6761 

Refer to: 19784030004 — Will County 
Lemont/Union Oil 
ILD041550567 

April 22, 1985 

Mr. W. D. Bruckert 
Union Oil Company 
Chicago Refinery 
Lemont, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Bruckert: 

The Agency is in receipt of your March 22, 1985 response to our Compliance 
Inquiry Letter. Your response has been reviewed and resolves the apparent 
violation(s) of Section(s) 725.194(a)(2). 

If you have any questions, please contact Michelle Tebrugge at 217/782-4462. 

Sincerely, 

Mark A. Haney, Manager 
Facilities Compliance Unit 
Compliance Monitoring Section 
Division of Land Pollution Control 

MAH:MDT:tk/42 

cc: Division File 
Northern Region 
Gary King 
Don Gimbel 
Dale Helmers 
Michelle Tebrugge 
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Union 76 Division; Eastern Region 

Union Oil Company of California 
Chicago Refinery 
Lemont, lllinbis 60439 gjjy 16-86 
Telephone (312) 257-7761 

I^J) OH I SSDyicTj 
CERTIFIED MAlt^ 
RETURN RECEIPr REQUESTED 
#P 330 175 823^ 

P 

S^T,-

A. J. Eliskalns 
Manager, Chicago Refinery 

2 7 1986 

tfVltb • AtS 
U.$. EPA, REGION V 

January 20, 1985 

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 

RCRA Activities 
Region V 
P.O. Box A3587 
Attention; ATKJG 
Chicago, Illinois 60690 

Dear Sir: 

Letter Response 

In reply to your attached undated letter, we provide 
the following information. The requested information 
has previously been sent to you on two occasions. 
Please refer to letter ENV 157-85, received by you 
on May 23, 1985, and Attachment 4 of letter ENV 223-85, 
received by you on August 14, 1985. 

Should you have any further questions, please contact 
L. D. Erchull at the above telephone nvimber. 

Very truly yours. 

D. W. Bruckert, Supervisor 
Environmental Services 

LDE:dlw 

Attachment 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
® ^ REGIONS 

nw BWJCKERT 

G i9es 

230 SOUTH DEARBORN ST. 
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60604 

. REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF: 

5HS-JCK-13 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

U.S. EPA ID #; ILD041550567 

UNION OIL to OF CALIF CHGO REFINERY 

^ IL 60A39 Permit Application 

Dear Permit Applicant; 

As you know, you have previously submitted Part A of the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) permit application for the above-referenced facility. 
Timely submission of "the Part A" has allowed most hazardous waste management 
facilities to continue to operate under RCRA "interim status"(or the State 
program equivalent), while complying with applicable technical and record­
keeping standards. 

On November 8, 1984, the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984 (the 1984 
Amendments) were enacted to modify RCRA. Under the 1984 Aimendments, all RCRA 
permits issued after the date of enactment must provide for corrective action 
for all releases of hazardous waste or hazardous waste constituents from any 
solid waste management unit, regardless of the time at which waste was placed 
in the unit. In addition, all interim status facilities are subject to cor­
rective action requirements, regardless of whether they have 1) submitted a 
Part B application, 2) submitted a closure plan, 3) reverted to generator 
status only, 4) actually closed, or 5) none of these. Unless our Agency has 
formally terminated the facility's interim status, the corrective action 
requirements apply. Please note that both hazardous and non-hazardous waste 
can meet the definition of solid waste under 40 CFR 261.2 (or the State 
regulation equivalent). 



-2-

We must determine whether releases of hazardous waste or hazardous waste con­
stituents have ever occurred at the facility site. If they have, we must 
ensure that corrective actions either have been taken or will be taken to 
eliminate threats to public health or the environment. An Important element 
In our decision process Is the Information that you provide on the enclosed 
certification statement. Please read It carefully and either sign It and 
return It, or return It unsigned with a cover letter of explanation, within 
45 days of the date of this letter. At some point In time, public Input will 
be sought to either confirm or deny Information you provide, or Information we 
gather on our own, concerning releases and corrective actions. 

Please mall your response to the following: 

RCRA Activities 
Region V 
P. 0. Box A3587 
Attention: ATKJG 
Chicago, Illinois 60690 

Sincerely yours. 

David A. Strlngham 
Chief, Solid Waste Branch 

Enclosure 
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Hr. Larrell W. gruckert 
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135th Street and New Avenue 
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pertalsfog to the lospecttoit Dr* and I conductect at your facility 

on f5ay 21, 1981. 

•vir'-

If yov have any qailtt|wiyaibaot ti>fs matter, please calt me at' 

(312) 886.6149. 
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State Implementation OfftooT 
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CONTAMINANT MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE 
COHCENTRATION (1) 
(ros/l) 

CR-227-7& 
AIR DRIED 
DREDGING. 

STORM PC 
8/27/79 

' 
<^ . •' -V-- - ' . Run #1 Run #2 

Arsenic 0.50 
Barium -• "'• ' - A' 10.0 0.01 0.01 . 
Cadmium • 0.10 . 0.1 0.2 
ChromiaiR 0.50 : 0.01 0.01 
Lead 0.50 • 0.05 0.05-
Mercury -> ' *• •*•' ""'' 

i ''* • 0.02 ' ' • • - 0.07 0.06 
Selenium 0.10 0.0005 0.0005 
Silver 0.50 0.05 0.05 

0.02 0.02 

•- ^ -•,^ ; >-, . -<i--.••s- i-•,»• 

,'f^ 

i • -

'•" t. •' '4;,/ 

t- -J 

(1) "Hazardous Waste - Guidelines and Regulations and Proposal on Identification 
and Listing, "Federal Register", Vol. 43, No. 243 (Decesiber 18, 1978) 
pg. 58956. ' -

Union 76 Division; Eastern Region . 
Union on Cofiipany of ealifornia "i 
Chicago Refinery 
Lemont, Illinois 60439 • ., ,s 
Telephone; (312) 257-7761 I i: 

Union 76 Division; Eastern Region 
Onion Oil Cawpany of California 
Chicago'Refinery 
Lemont, Illinois 60439 
Telephone: (312) 267-7761 

• '-f • •• •>•- , 
. t'." " -

Henry D. Haas 
Supervisor, Environfnental Services 

Darrell W. Bruckert 
Environmental Science Analyst 

-'A m 
Received froBs Mr. Haas on May 21, 1981, by Robert Stone. 

." . 'i-t - '!^i f.\ i-i • •'.••' '. *g 
- -S; y-i • •'. -

'•* , 
y%., -J -'' 

" , jf. .- -• '. •••#. -•..., 
'.• W • •:. '"Sl",' • 

.. •• V!V. • 

•VF..' 

vv •., ^ ^ .•'•*..••,••• 
.2 '>• ' • 
• v: -. . '-f -

' i~/ . 
' 4^ " ' :f 

'• *' • . • V F V 
'-V -vF , "-l^-••' '/ 

}#/:• ^'' •"., 
• " '%::fi ' • 

•, • . •• ; 4'r.V ̂ ' '• 
". . ' 9; -

y-^' 

-r, 
• ' •F.-"u«'::'», 

.•7 r 

- ., . -'^"K ;. - •-• . -..iv-r-- • . v, --25^:-- C-• ".v^- •..>./' • •'- ^ mB 

•,: '--y: 

.-' >-"' *' .y '' .^-''j 

t o: 



State Geological Survey Division 

l:r rj.i, rsiilLilf: 0" 

Natural Resources Building 
615 Easr Peabody Drive 

2i7/34<s-1<i61 Champaign, IL 61820 
'A ' (Z' 

April 10, 1981 

Mescames Rohde, Schmidt, Gusich and Keefer 
Old Orchard Lane 
Route #A, Box 102 
Lockport, IL 604A1 

SUBJECT: Union Oil Company, Toxic Grading Project and Tank Farm, 
DuPage ToTOship, Will County 

Mesdames: 

I just received your letter of March 27, 1981, concerning the above site. I do not 
know exactly where in the 36 square miles of DuPage Township the site is located. 
However, in looking at the maps of the area I guess it to be in the of Section 35, 
and adjacent parts of Sections 25, 26 and 36, all in T. 37 K., R. 10 E. 

am sending your letter to our field office in Warrenville, which is much more 
miliar with the geology in your area than I am. Please confirm the above location 

and contact either Jean I. Larsen or W^illiam G. Dixon at the following address: 

Illinois State Geological Survey 
Northeast Illinois Field Office 
P. 0. Box I 
Warrenville, IL 60555 
(312) 393-1466 

The Geological Survey can provide you w^ith basic geologic information about the site 
including what water-yielding materials are present at the site and in your subdivision, 
and general information on the potential for contamination in the area. We cannot 
design a monitoring well network or other such facilities; that must be done by a 
private consultant after discussions with the Illinois Enviornmental Protection Agency. 

We will be glad to provide any assistance to you that we can. 

Ver)>,tr\iTy yo 

Keros Cartwright 
Geologist and Head 
Hydrogeology and Geophysics Section 

cc: -Warrenville Office 
-ll.linois Environmental Protection Agency 
-Illinois State Water Survey 



(?/^\ /V'?. WILL COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT 
i;m 501 ELLA AVENUE • JOLIET- ILLINOIS 60433 •BI5 727-64E0 # 

JAMES C. BARRIN'GEr: HeaHn Direcfer 

April 1, 1981 

Dawn Rohde 
Old Orchard Lane 
Route #4, Box 102 
Lockport, Illinois 60441 

Re; Union Oil Company, Toxic 
Grading Project and Tank Farm 

Dear Ms. Rohde: 

This letter is in reference to your March 16, 1981 letter and I would just 
like to assure you that our file on this situation has not been closed. 

We are in complete agreement with your position and our office is available 
to provide whatever services required to prevent a similar situation from 
happening at this site at any time in the future. 

In closing, it is our opinion that the Illinois Environmental Protection 
Agency must assure all concerned that this site is not hazardous and will 
not contaminate the underground aquifer. 

Please do not hesitate to call upon us when you feel that we can be of 
further help. 

Very truly yours. 

James C. Barrihger, Director 
Will County Health Department 
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